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City of Unalaska
P.0. Box 89
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Attention: Mr. Jess Burton, City Manager
Dear Mr. Burton:

We are pleased to transmit herewith the Proposed Community
Development Plan for the City of Unalaska. The Plan has
been prepared through the combined efforts of cur Planning
Services Division and the City Council and your City Staff.
We believe that the plan will serve the City well as the
Council, the Planning Commission, and the City Administra-
tion guide the Community through the next ten year pericd
which will unquestionably witness dynamic growth and develop-
ment.

We welcome the opportunity to have worked with the City
on this project. If we can be of assistance during the
review and adoption considerations, please feel free to
contact us.

Very truly yours,

TRYCK, NYMAN & HAYES

s E. P W /% 76 /42

Frank E. Nyman, Vefnon R. ngglns
Senior Partner Planning Serv1ces Manager
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INTRODUCTION

The City of Unalaska is located in Southwest Alaska
approximately midway between Anchorage and Adak. The
population of the community in 1977 was approximately 1,870
persons, only 33 percent of which were permanent residents,
the rest being temporary residents in transient. It is a
community with a single economic mainstay - seafood processing.
Its economic well-being, indeed its ability to sustain
itself is tied inextricably to this export industry. The
lifestyle of its residents is best characterized as '"basic
Alaska independent'". Its residents are predominantly caucasian
American with 22 percent Aleut Native and only a very few
other races and cultures. Unalaska residents live there
either because it is their ancestral home or because they
like it there - they choose to live in this remote location
where there is no land access and only very limited water
and air access to the rest of the state or nation.

But, Unalaska is a place rich in natural resources not
the least of which is its beauty. It is in the heart of the
Southwest Alaska (North Pacific and Bering Sea) prime commercial
fishery region. Potential for recovery of commercially
valuable oil and gas exists in three nearby offshore outer
continental shelf sedimentary basins which are as yet
unexplored. The cultural and histeorical resources of the
community include sites of major World War II defense installa-
tions, visible evidence of the Russian influence on the
region, while Aleut Native culture in Unalaska dates thousands
of years in history.



The challenge facing Unalaska and its residents is that
of further strengthening the community thus far established
in a harsh climate and remote location. - strengthening it in
a manner which permits continual and expanded recovery of
the economically valuable resources and at the same time
provides protection for the natural and environmental values
which make Unalaska unique and desirable as a place to live
and on which its economic viability depends. How successfully
the challenge is met depends con how well Unalaska's present
population plans for the future of the community, how much
independence is necessary to retain the liftstyle, how much
the world appetite for food products from the sea increases
and how well government agencies and industry manage the
marine resources so abundant in the region. This Community
Development Plan is intended as a guide for the community to
use in deciding and managing the future of the community.

It does not contain all of the answers for the future - nor
does it contain any magic formulz for measuring success. It
is, however, a tool with which to werk in determining how
the City of Unalaska will look and function and how well it
will meet the needs of its residents in the future.

The Community Development Plan should be flexible and
reflect the wishes of the people, and it should be reviewed
regularly for modification as conditions change - and change
they will!

The following recommendations are presented by the
project consultant to the City of Unalaska relative to the
procedure for adopting this Development Plan.

1. It is recommended that the City Council acknowledge
receipt of the Community Development Plan as presented
by the project consultant. This will officially
terminate the project and allow the Department of
Community and Regional Affairs and the City to close
out the project with the several agencies involved as
well as the project comsultant.

2. It is recommended that the City Council immediately
refer the Plan to the City's Planning Commission for
review and formal report back to the Council within
approximately 60 days. During this time period the
Commission should carefully review the plan and hold a
series of workshops or public meetings in the community
to permit residents and various interests concerned to
critique the plan and comment on it. These workshops
should be designed to elicit comments and reactions to
the plan from the community. After completing its
review, the Commission should present a formal report
to the City Council which should contain a summary of
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the input received from the community and recommendations
from the Commission as to specific modification of any
portions of the Plan.

3. Simultaneously, the City Manager should similarly
review the Plan and make comments and recommendations
to the City Council.

4. After receiving the comments and recommendations

from the Planning Commission, the Council should develop
a resolution adopting the Community Development Plan,
incorporating in the resolution those specific amendments
to this report determined appropriate by the Council.
This resolution, once adopted by the Council, will
constitute the City's adoption of the Plan and will

serve to establish as City policy the intent to follow
the Plan.

5. Finally, the City Council should, by ordinance,
establish a procedure whereby the Planning Commission
annually reviews the Plan and makes recommendations to
the Council with respect to additional amendments that,
from time to time, may be needed.
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[. BACKGROUND FOR PLANNING

A.  PHysicaL SETTING

1. LOCATION. The City of Unalaska, Alaska is located
in Southwest Alaska, on the Aleutian Islands Chain, approximately
800 air miles from Anchorage, Figure 1. It occupies a
portion of Unalaska Island and includes all of the Island of
Amaknak. As with all of the major histecrical Aleut villages,
it is located on the Bering Sea, or north side, of the
Chain. Unalaska Island is the second major island west of
the tip of the Alaska Peninsula. It is the central-most and
largest of the Fox Islands group in the Aleutian Chain.
Unalaska is remote from the other population centers of the
state and is accessible only by airplane or boat. It is the
most populated of the several communities in Southwest
Alaska. It is a major U.S. fishing port ranking first in
total fishery products landed in the state of Alaska. Its
economic mainstay is the fishing industry and more specifically,
the seafood processing industry.

While there is no acknowledged geographic or social
"center' of the Aleutian Chain or southwest Alaska, Unalaska
comes closest to fitting that description by virtue of the
size of its resident population, civilian employment, freight
distribution role and because it has the only developed deep
water port on the Chain. It also has scheduled and usually
reliable commercial air transport service to Anchorage,
the economic center of Alaska.
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1.

The City of Unalaska is located near the head of Unalaska
Bay, Figure 2. The head of this wide and exposed bay consists
of a number of smaller bays and coves separated by two
islands, Hog Island and Amaknak Island, and by steep headlands.
Within Unalaska Bay are two protected bays, Captains Bay to
the southwest and Iliuliuk Bay to the northeast. Summer Bay,
outside the City limits and located further northeast on the
Island's coastline, and Nateekin Bay to the northwest and
also outside the City limits, are not as well protected as
those bays in the inner portion of Unalaska Bay. A protected
extension of Iliuliuk Bay is known as Dutch Harbor. A
connecting, protected passage between Captains Bay and
I1iuliuk Bay is known as Iliuliuk Harbor. The City of
Unalaska occupies all of Amaknak Island and a narrow flat
area of land along the eastern side of the Bay and a relatively
narrow valley extending southward and inland on the main
island.

The implications of both the regional and local setting
of the City of Unalaska are several and substantial in
effect. Being 800 air miles and two to three days by ship
from Anchorage, the rapidity with which goods can be supplied
is a major problem. The distance to Seattle, an almost
equally significant supply point as Anchorage, is 1,780
miles by air (via Anchorage) and approximately the same
distance by ship. Thus, the cost of transporting both goods
and persons is substantial, leading to one of the highest
cost of living indices in Alaska, an added 20-30% over
Anchorage. Due to the distances involved and the complexity
of connecting airline schedules, travel to Juneau, the state
capital and center of government, almost always covers a
time span of two days with a required overnight stay in
Anchorage each way at a cost exceeding $750 per person round
trip. This contributes to the cost of state government's
providing services to people in Unalaska which in turn leads
to the feeling on the part of Unalaska residents that they
are isolated from their state government, unable to participate
in the governmental process as it affects them and virtually
forgotten in the delivery of state government services.
Frequent and sometimes extended periods of inclement weather
causing cancellation of scheduled airline service into and
out of Unalaska further compounds the problems associated
with delivery of goods and services. The remoteness and
small comparative population of the community dictates high
freight and transportation rates by comparison to similarly
sized communities located in, for example, Southeast Alaska.

On the positive side, however, Unalaska's location has
advantages. Being the site of the only developed deep water
refuge in the Aleutian Chain, it serves as a stop-over and
refueling point for sea-lift operations serving the Bering
Sea Alaska communities, western and northwestern Alaska and
the North Slope area of Alaska. Unalaska is located some 65
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miles southwest of Unimak Pass, the first ocean vessel

access through the Chain west of the Alaska Peninsula between
the north Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea. All ship traffic
between southeast, southcentral (and specifically Anchorage

as the commercial center of Alaska) and the western and
northern regions of the state passes through Unimak Pass.

The same holds true of ship traffic between the northwest
United States (specifically Seattle, Washington as a major
supply point) and western and northern Alaska. Being in

this strategic location along a major shipping route, Unalaska
does receive the benefit of some greater frequency in shipping
than might otherwise be the case. Whether this reduces the
costs (comparatively) of delivery of goods, however, is
questionable.

Unalaska is centrally located to Alaska's Pacific and
Bering Sea fishing grounds. Thus, many of the major seafood
processing companies have processing facilities for shrimp,
crab, and recently in the initial stages, bottomfish in
Unalaska. The seafood processing industry is overwhelmingly
the primary economic activity in the community. This is a
direct result of Unalaska's geographic location in relation
to the fishing grounds and the presence of the sheltered
harbor with deep water.

2. GEOLOGY AND NATURAL FEATURES. Formation of the
Aleutian Range of mountains, and their southwesterly extension,
the Aleutian Islands, began about sixty million years ago,
with massive outpourings of volcanic material from beneath
the earth's crust. Geologically, the Range and the Islands
are known as the '"Unalaska Formation'". A few million years
later, the Unalaska Formation was further intruded by mclten
outpourings from within the earth.

A time of deep erosion followed and is recorded by the
unconformity of materials at the bottom of the lava flows
present in the region. Depths of the flows vary greatly
from one area to another, indicating the presence of deep
valleys and ravines, covered by the molten and loose volcanic
material. The shape of the original valleys and ground
forms were similar to what is found in the Aleutian Chain
today indicating that a full geologic cycle has been completed.
The deposition of volcanic material upon the eroding rock
occurred possibly as few as five million years ago.

Unalaska Island was probably a moderately rugged land
mass five million years ago. Many of the present major land
features of the Island have been inherited from that time.
Less than one million years ago, the activity of Makushin
Volcano and other nearby volcanoces diminished considerably,
and glaciers and streams began eroding the volcano's slopes
and surrounding areas. The summit of Makushin Volcano
eventually collapsed to form the present cauldera.

-9-



During the two glaciations of Unalaska Island, most of
the high country south of Makushin Volcano and areas surrounding
it were capped with glacial ice which flowed out into the
bays and fiords widening and deepening them. Smaller galciers
originated on lower parts of the island and caused erosion
on a small scale. Today the present snowline lies near
3,000 or 4,000 feet elevation with allowances made for
variations in the weather annually.

Much of the volcanic bedrock of the Island has been
covered by occasional eruptions from area volcanoes with ash
and other material increasing in depth with each eruption.
Most of these ash eruptions occurred before the arrival of
the Pre-Aleut people to the island, four to six thousand
years ago.

Makushin Volcano has erupted 14 times since 1700 A.D.,
the last major eruption occurring in 1938. Ash eruptions
have occurred as recently as 1951. Makushin and other
nearby volcanoes are still engaged in the island-building
process.

a. Soils. Many cirque bottoms (rounded depressions
on slopes where glacial action has removed much of the
material) are found on Unalaska Island. Some contain irregular
and blocky rock and scil materials. Other cirques, particularly
those at lower elevations, contain glacial till dating to
the last Wisconsion period of glacial ice advance. A thin
veneer of glacial ground moraine covers parts of the Island
but is absent in the more rugged interior portions. Glacial
tilli (a gravelly, rocky, unsorted soil) is present on the
Island and is evidenced in nearly all road cuts in the
Unalaska community.

The large alluvial deposit at the northern end of the
Unalaska Creek Valley is conspicuous. Stream flow on Unalaska
Creek has deposited the suspended load as it abruptly slows
upon reaching the valley floor. This deposition has created
much of the flat land along Unalaska Creek Valley with
coarse (or larger) material being deposited at the upper end
of the valley, and finer material deposited further downstream.

The Unalaska town site is located on an extension of
the alluvial deposit. Resulting from a combination of
natural forces, including deposition by stream, wave action
creating beach deposits and uplifting on a large scale, the
"spit-like'" formation is composed of sand and gravel. A
soil sample taken from the east side of Unalaska lake on one
of the many rolling knolls, indicates a two-foot layer of
humus-rich organic soil at the surface, a one-foot layer of
volcanic material below, a one-foot layer of clay-rich s0il

-10-
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followed by unknown depths of glacial till. Likewise, soil
samples taken on Amaknak Island north of the aircraft hanger
indicate a soil profile of two and one half feet of rich
humus, a six inch layer of volcanic thrown material, an
eighteen-inch deep layer of clay-rich soil, followed by two
feet of glacial till overlying bedrock. These soil samples
tend to indicate that the soil mantle in the Unalaska community
varies greatly from one area to the next. In general,
however, the soil is looser and more humid in the upward
zones, and contains more clay downward. The underlying
bedrock is quite often shattered and cracked, and can be
readily removed from most areas for fill, road cuts, site
development and utility installations.

b. Erosion and Landslides. Creeping and sliding
of the soil mantle 1s characteristic of the Unalaska soil
types and is found extensively throughout the area. It
results from a combination cf the steep slopes and the high
moisture content of the soil. Flows and landslide scars are
particularly present on glacially-steepend valley walls.
Landslides are recorded throughout the area and most often
occur as small, isolated portions of steep slopes tumbling
or sliding downward as a result of excessive water saturation,
snow loading, avalanche or man's alteration of natural
conditions. Areas which may be subject to slides are easily
identified by their steep, smooth faces and slopes, and
should be avoided when selecting potential development
sites. Several such slide areas are present along Captains
Bay Road, at points along the Pryamid Creek Road and at
several locations on Amaknak Island. Many of the early
military access roads, not having been maintained over the
years, show evidence of small scale landslide activity. The
Natural Features Map, Figure 3, illustrates those observable
locations.

Marine erosion and deposition are evident throughout
the area. Steep hillsides and occasional cliffs indicate
earlier and present-day wave erosion in less protected areas
of the coastline. Exposed utility pipes and the eroded
north end of the airport runway indicate heavy wave erosion
on the north and westerly sides of Amaknak Island. Wave-cut
rock benches, visible at low tide, are found along the
moderately protected shores, but are not found on the protected
shores. Beach deposits of boulders, gravel and sand are
found at the heads of all but the most protected bays.
Beach berms often exist along stretches of open coastline as
is the case adjacent to the present landfill site on Iliuliuk
Bay. Storm waves wash material up onto the beach building
the higher flat areas which normally are not inundated by
tidal action.

-11-



Wave action also constructs spits and bars. The two
major spits in the community are the spit at Dutch Harbor
extending nearly to the center of Iliuliuk Bay, and the spit
upon which most of the mainland Unalaska community is built,
between Iliuliuk River and Iliuliuk Bay. These formations
exist in a state of natural balance and any interference
with either the forces which created and maintain them or
with their existing condition will tend to disrupt the
balance and could lead to their possible destruction or
substantial change in the existing balanced conditionm.

c. Topography. Groundforms vary from broad, flat
valleys to steep mountainous ridges. The area encompassed
by the Unalaska City limits can be characterized as a mountainous
area with hills and flat lands along the coastline. Elevations
in the City range from sea level to 2,365 feet above sea
level.

Analysis of the area topography indicates that a considerable

portion of the land is generally unusable for community
expansion or development. Figure 3 illustrates the topography
of the area. The map shows three slope categories. The
flattest category, zero to ten percent slope (0% - 10%) is
the most optimum for development of housing, industry,
roads, utilities and community facilities. The middle
category, ten to twenty-five percent slope (10% - 25%), is
much less desirable for community development, but can, in
certain areas, and under certain conditions, be used for
residential development with a high degree of success. The
steepest category, twenty-five percent slope or steeper
(+25%), has very little development potential except for
such uses as recreation, open space, watershed and like
uses.

Because of the hilly terrain and because the contour
interval of the only topograzphic mapping available for use
in this study (100' interval), areas less than four to five
acres in size can not be identified on the slope gradient
map. The map, however, is accurate for these purposes and
does generally identify the developable land in the City.
Excellent small areas for housing and other community development
do exist in isolated areas among the much steeper hills and
valleys. The determining factor in eventual development or
use of these areas is the ease (physical and cost-wise) with
which access, utilities and public services can be provided.

d. Earthquake Potential. The Aleutian Islands
lie adjacent to the Aleutian Trench, one of the most active
earthquake regions of the world. This area not only has the
highest frequency of earthquakes in North America, but more
energy is released as a result of earthquake activity here
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than anywhere else on the North American continent. Unalaska
falls within earthquake zones 3 and 4, where the possibility

of major damage resulting from earthquakes of major proportions

exists. Ninety-three (93) earthquakes of magnitude 5 or
greater occurred in the Aleutian region between 1972 and
1974. Specialized building techniques and structural design
must be employed in zones 3 and 4 to counteract stresses and
forces placed on buildings and other structures during
earthquakes.

Tsunamis, seismic sea waves, are sometimes generated by
earthquake activity and crustal movements. These are often
generated along the Aleutian Chain and can have disasterous
effects throughout the Pacific Basin. Earthquakes occurring
elsewhere in the Pacific rim can cause tsunami waves to
reach Unalaska Island also. However, since the community is
located on the north, or Bering Sea, side of the chain there
is very little, if any, probability that a substantial
tsunami wave of rapid and destructive force could affect
Unalaska. The major consideration in Unalaska with respect
to the tsunami problem is the rapid rising of ocean waters
sometimes associated with tsunami activity rather than the
destructive tidal wave of rapid movement and great height as
occurred in 1964 in Valdez and Kodiak. In low lying areas
at or adjacent to sea level elevation even a two or three
foot increase in sea level could cause flooding. The tsunami
watch station at Unalaska is part of the Alaska Regional
Warning System, which monitors tsunamic activity throughout
the state.

e. Drainage. Two major watershed areas are found
within the Unalaska City boundaries, Unalaska Creek watershed
and Pyramid Creek watershed, both on Unalaska Island (See
Figure 3). No major watershed areas are evident on Amaknak
Island, although due to the pronounced topographic variations
on the Island, localized drainage areas are evident and
pronounced.

The Unalaska Creek watershed encompasses about seven
(7) square miles of drainage area, about half the total land
area within the corporate limits of the City. Nearly all of
its drainage is within the City limits. Only a portion of
the Creek's total watershed 1is presently contributing water
to the City's supply as only one of several forks of the
stream have been tapped for supply. Pyramid Creek watershed,
about five (5) square miles in area, has nearly two-thirds
its drainage area outside the City 11m1ts These two adjacent
watersheds both drain towards the northwest into Captains
Bay and Iliuliuk Bay. They share the same dividing ridge
connecting Lookout Mountain, Pyramid Pass, Pyramid Mountain

and Unalaska Ridge.
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The two watersheds demonstrate distinct differences in
characteristics. Pyramid Creek tends to be steep-walled its
entire length, while Unalaska Creek, although steep-walled
at its upper reaches, widens to a meandering valley floor
one mile (approximately) wide in places. From the standpoint
of impact, Unalaska Creek drainage will most likely be
subjected to a higher degree of community expansion and
development than Pyramid Creek valley where comparatively
few areas are usable for community development expansion.

Drainage of surface waters into the soil in both watersheds
varies from excellent in areas with high percentage of
gravel and permeable soils to poor in areas with clay-based
soils and areas with underlying bedrock near the surface.
Generally, percolation rates are highest in areas along the
edges of the valley bottoms, where much fine material has
been deposited. Percolation rates are also higher in areas
where the soils have been stream-sorted than in areas of
glacial till, with unsorted material and silt blocking water
flow.

3. LOCAL ENVIRONMENT. The Unalaska area experiences
a distinct maritime environment. Its exposed location
between the North Pacific Ocean and the Bering Sea is the
most influencing factor upon the development of its natural
environment. The Aleutian Islands are especially noted for
their wet and frequently overcast conditions, stormy weather
and treeless, rocky land form covered with a short, thick
mantle of vegetation. The seas, bays and fiords surrounding
the many islands are generally extremely rich in marine
life. A heavy growth of marine vegetation is found throughout
the region.

a. Climate. The climate at Unalaska is influenced
most strongly by two factors - the amount of sunlight and
the ocean waters surrounding the Island. The northern
latitude of the community affects the angle of the sun's
rays reaching and warming the ground. The low angle during
winter months provides little heating, while the clouds
often block the warming sun's rays during the summer.

The sea exerts a large influence upon the region's
weather. The sea water temperature does not change but a
few degrees by season. As a result, the somewhat constant
sea water temperature warms the air in the winter and cools
it in the summer. The Aleutian Islands, therefore, do not
experience the large seasonal temperature variations experienced
at locations more northerly or inland on the Alaska mainland.
Average temperatures in Unalaska range from 40 to 60 degrees
Fahrenheit in the summer months to 27 to 37 degrees during
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the winter months. Average annual precipitation is 58
inches, including 81 inches of snowfall. An average wind of
11 miles per hour blows from the southeast. The highest
recorded wind at Unalaska was 80 miles per hour, blowing
from the east.

b. Vegetation. Vegetation found in the Unalaska
vicinity consists largely of Alpine tundra. The windy, cool
climate, shallow soil, relatively recent geologic history
along with the topography and isolated location of the
Aleutian Islands away from larger mainland areas prevents
the natural establishment of larger vegetation types,
especially trees. The ability of the region to support tree
growth, however, is apparent throughout the Aleutian Islands
where early Russian settlers, and later American military
forces, planted trees which now inhabit various locations.
Russian settlers planted spruce trees at Dutch Harber in
1805. Many of these trees are still thriving and are

parent to many seedlings. This is by no means, though, an
indication that the Island will eventually become covered
with large trees; the harsh, wet climate is more suited to
the low, lush vegetation now found covering all but the
rockiest locations throughout the Island.

The lowland flat areas have the largest variety of
lichens, heaths and other tundra vegetation. Steeper slopes
and higher elevations are covered with lichens, mosses and
low-growing alpine plants. Plant species found in the
vicinity include blueberry, crowberry, and lichens, as well
as various small shrubs, herbs, ferns, mosses and grasses.
The tightly woven mat of vegetation found throughout the
area is important as a slope stabilizer and as an erosion
and flood deterent.

c. Wildlife. Wildlife found in the Unalaska
vicinity includes sea lions, harbor seals, sea otter, small
land mammals, sea birds and a wide variety of sea animals.
Many types of fishes and crustacians are found in the area,
evidenced by the amount of commercial fishing and crabbing
done. Local streams support populations of char and salmon.

4. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT. An analysis of the
natural environment as it relates to community development
is an important consideration in prepartion of a land use
plan for the Unalaska community. The assessment must be
viewed from two perspectives: man's use of the land and the
effect of that use upon the environment; and the effect of

the environment on the uses to which the land will be subjected.

Factors affecting land use, present and future, must be
jdentified for their consequences and possible courses of
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action to alleviate the consequences. These factors fall
into two categories; natural hazards and man-made hazards.
Natural hazards include geologic, hydraulic, seismic and
other hazards as may be apparent. Most of these have been
identified. Others will be described herein. Man-made
hazards include sewage and refuse disposal, water supply,
alteration of natural drainage patterns, increased erosion
and storm water runoff, among others.

a. Floodplains. From visual observation and
from study of old Military maps of the area it is believed
that a floodplain of some extent exists along the Unalaska
Creek Valley. A floodplain also possibly exists along the
extreme lower reaches of the Pyramid Creek Valley. For the
purposes of this assessment, however, only broad generalizations
can be made as to their extent or significance. An extensive
engineering study would have to be performed to factually
determine the existence and the limits of the floodplains
and any possible consequences of development such as filling
of low areas, road construction, bridges, culverts, and
structures. However, it is assumed that flood potential at
least to a limited degree is present at Unalaska Creek (as
identified on Figure 3) and that only a very limited flood
potential possibly exists in the extreme low reaches of
Pyramid Creek Valley. Because of the short stretch of
stream that might be subject to flooding on Pyramid Creek,
the flood potential is considered inconsequential, and no
action will be recommended with respect to land use in the
area.

In any normal floodplain, three zones are found; the
stream bed, the "floodway'", and the "floodway fringe'. The
stream bed is the area occupied by the water course when it
is running at normal water level. The "floodway'" is the
area inundated by waters necessary to accomodate the flow of
water from upstream under flooding conditions, usually
designated by a criteria labeled as a "50-year' or "100-
year'" flood. Any development or fill in this area will have
an effect upon other properties; i.e., upstream properties
may be flooded more as a result of the "damming" effect of
the downstream obstruction. Other effects may include the
displacement or relocation of the stream channel, or increased
flooding in areas across the stream from the location of the
"damming". The '"floodway fringe'" is an area along the
stream which may be inundated by waters if unusual flooding
conditions occur. Development in this area is safe from
flooding if it is constructed at an elevation above the
possible flood waters. Generally, this means filling of the
subject site. The significance of the flooding potential on
Unalaska Creek is not possible to quantify without first, as
stated, determining the boundaries of the floodway. Figure 3
illustrates the possible floodplain of the Creek. It is
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shown to alert City officials, property owners and those who

would potentially develop land in the area to the possible
existence of a problem. The City is urged to seek the
assistance of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban

Development Flood Insurance Administration in determining
Ehe ixistence and extent of any flood potential on Unalaska
reek.

b. Climate. The climate in Unalaska plays an
important role in development of a land use plan for the
community. Wind and resultant rough seas, clouds and fog
and precipitation including snow loading characteristics
have some impact upon the type of development that occurs in

the community. Weather affects shipping, aviation, construction

and lifestyle in general.

Location of water-dependent facilities is a major
climate-affected factor in Unalaska. High winds creating
rough seas and difficult docking and mooring force these
activities into the more protected bays and harbors. Protected
harbor areas, therefore, are premium locations for development
in the community. It is a well-known fact in the community
that aviation activity is extremely dependent upon weather
conditions. Clouds and winé conditions often prevent scheduled
landings at the airport. High winds and heavy, wet snows
create loading effects upon structures which must be accounted
for during their design and construction.

The generally cool, windy weather prevalent in the
community limits, to some degree, the amount of outdoor
activity by residents. Although temperatures may be favorable
to outdoor activities (i.e., recreation, including hiking,
boating and other activities), wind and precipitation
reduces the comfort range, and many residents find indoor
activities more to their liking at these times, as noted by
the community's heavy use of existing indoor recreation
facilities and high amount of personal social activity.

c. - Sewage Disposal. Three methods for handling
sewage are currently employed in the Unalaska community.
These are: individual septic tank treatment for a considerable
portion of all domestic sewage; collection through old sewer
lines and an outfall untreated into the harbors; and collection
and treatment by individual fish processors aboard ship.
Growth of the community and major industry, as well as
failure of a few septic systems has raised concern in the
community as to the adequacy of the existing systems of
waste treatment.

Most all the residences and other buildings on the town
spit are either served by septic tanks or connected to the
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old military outfall line which discharges into Iliuliuk

Bay. Although sewage is untreated, a large amount of infiltration
of groundwater enters the pipe through cracks and broken

service lines, diluting the sewage to a point where it has

little, if any, harmful effect to the waters of the bay as

it is discharged.

The major sewage producers, the fish processors, treat
sewage at their facilities. Domestic wastes from the processors
are treated in individual treatment plants before being
discharged into the bay. Wastes from seafood processing
operations are ground and pumped to the west side of Amaknak
Island where they are discharged into the open waters of
Unalaska Bay via off-shore outfall lines.

d. Water Supply. An adequate supply of water is
necessary to meet the domestic, industrial and fire-fighting
needs of the City. Water is supplied from two intake impoundments,
one on upper Unalaska Creek and the other on upper Pyramid
Creek. Two supplemental wells are located in the bottom of
the Unalaska Creek Valley to provide additional volume when
needed, generally for short periods of time during the
winter months when low flow conditions occur on the source
streams. The newly renovated systems provide a steady,
filtered and chlorinated supply.

Community and industry growth will eventually surpass
the present system's capabilities, and additional water
sources will need to be developed. An engineering study has
demonstrated that additional sources are available to meet
anticipated demands. Additional supply could be developed
on both Unalaska and Pyramid Creeks. Unalaska Lake could be
used for added supply and several streams tributary to

_ Unalaska Creek could be developed. Additionally, further

sources on streams distant from the developed portion of the
community could be utilized although at greater cost.
Protection of valuable watershed areas is therefore a must
for future water needs, as well as the retention of potential
well sites along the Unalaska Creek bottom for additional

supply.

e. Solid Waste Disposal. Proper disposal of a
community's solid wastes 1s a necessary element from a
visual as well as a health standpoint. Three major dumpsites
are found in the Unalaska Community; one on the west side of
Amaknak Island, one north of the town spit on the east side
of Iliuliuk Bay, and a third dumpsite adjacent to Pyramid

Creek near Captains Bay. Unfortunately, all three sites are
immediately adjacent to water. Until recently, almost no
compaction and cover of waste materials was being accomplished
and no controls are placed upon users. This has resulted in
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an unsanitary, visual blight in the area of each dump. At
the time of this report, the City is attempting to alleviate
the situation somewhat with grading and covering of some of
the material at the dump on Iliuliuk Bay.

An effective solid waste disposal program should be
implemented for the City. A suitable sanitary landfill site
needs to be identified, a regular program of compaction and
covering needs to be implemented and closer monitoring of
disposal activities needs to be instituted. All burning at
the existing and a newly developed landfill should be prohibited.

f. Special Soil Conditions. Special attention
needs to be given to such activities as stripping of vegetation,
road construction and other potential erosion causing activities.
The generally steep gradients prevalent in the Unalaska
community, coupled with soil characteristics conducive to
sliding, sloughing and soil fluction and high moisture
content of the soils makes the soils prone to quick erosion
and sliding. Evidence exists throughout the area of past
road building efforts, mostly by the military, where slides
have occurred. O01d military maps of the area are covered
with notations alerting to the presence of mud, rock, and
snow slides. The City should be especially aware of this
problem and develop rcad building standards which, through
minimizing slope and angle of roadway cuts, reduces the
slide hazard. While this may add to the initial cost in
construction and may even preclude some areas from being
developed or delay their development for some years, the
long term benefits will be realized in lower maintenance
costs and possible preservation of properties.

g. Historical Preservation. . Several areas and
structures within the City of Unalaska are of considerable
historic significance and thus merit preservation. The
Russian Church and prlest s residence, both built in the
early 1800's, are of major historic significance both
locally and statewide. The church is the oldest in the
state and is included on the National Historic Register.
Significant archaeological sites are located in the vicinity,
with the most recent dig being a find of major significance.
Most sites in the community were dug or destroyed during
construction of military facilities. Recent investigations
related to the construction of the bridge between Amaknak
and Unalaska Islands, identified the site at the bridge's
western end as needing immediate study. This site has
developed into one of major significance. It is a deep and
stratified midden with findings including stone and bone

artifacts.
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Currently, state and federal laws require that the
appropriate agency be notified of a possible archaeological
find during construction and development work. Other important
sites may be found from time to-time within the City, and it
should be ensured that these sites are not destroyed before
their significance is known.

Several of the structures constructed during World War
IT may be worthy of preservation as historic sites also.
Some of the structures will be preserved for use as housing,
storage and other uses, while some will be preserved simply
because they are built of reinforced concrete of such dimension
that they cannot be removed nor will they deteriorate from
exposure to the elements. The stronger of these structures
include the main power house on Amaknak Island, the control
and communication bunkers, and many bunkers and pillboxes
throughout the area. Other structures which merit consideration
for preservation are the Burma Road Theater and the brick-
construction Coast Guard building on Amaknak Island.

Special consideration should be given to preserving the
spruce trees scattered in several locations on Amaknak
Island which were planted by the Russian settlers in the
early 1800's. It is suspected that some of the trees presently
on both Amaknak and Unalaska Islands are the result of
transplanting or planting of seedlings from those originally
planted by the Russians. Two specific areas are noted here
as being worthy of special attention. Along the westerly
shore of the water reservoir on Amaknak, there is a small
grouping of these trees. It is believed that these are some
of those originally planted. The second area is located on
the top of the bluff on the northeasterly side of Iliuliuk
Harbor. The City should give consideration to protecting
these areas from any development and thus preserving the
trees.

One early function of the City's coastal zone management
program when implemented should be to more thoroughly survey
the community and search early records as well as interview
early residents of the area to determine the possible existence
of historically significant features not here noted. Once
identified these should be evaluated and considered for
preservation. '
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B.  HisTory

The first people inhabiting the Unalaska region were
those who are thought to have crossed over into Alaska from
Siberia on the "Bering Land Bridge', which is believed to
have existed about fifteen to twenty thousand years ago.
During a period of advancing ice fields and glaciers, the
sea level apparently was reduced, allowing a large area of
the shallow Bering Sea flcor tc be exposed (the Land Bridge).
Its relatively flat surface made for easy travel, allowing
man to cross in significant numbers until the sea once again
returned, about ten thousand years ago. The group of people
who eventually settled as the Aleuts along the islands of
the Aleutians were decendants of coastal peoples of Russian
Siberia, following the coast of the land bridge and eventually
settling along the Alaskan coast and Aleutian Islands.
Cultural differences developed as a result of geograph1ca1
separation from other settlen nts.

The earliest evidence of man's occupation of the Islands
is found on Anangula Island, and dates the site to near
6,000 B.C. Many archaeological sites have been identified
along the chain of the Aleutians, and indicate that a marine-
oriented lifestyle was commen among all its inhabitants.

An expedition of Russian ships reached the Aleutians in
1741. The abundance of furs brought many more ships in the
years to follow. Russian fur hunters exploited the resources
of the Aleutians during the following 43 years.

The sixteen thousand or so Aleut inhabitants of the

Islands were affected seriously and in many respects, negatively,

by the Russian presence. Many were placed into slavery,
while a majority of the population died as a result of
exposure to diseases to which they had no immunity.

By the late 1700s the Russians were looking eastward
for better pelts, and to a large degree had abandoned the
Aleutians. They did, however, retain several strategic
outposts, one of those being Iliuliuk Harbor, the site of
present day Unalaska. Russian control over this harbor of
refuge was maintained until about 1850 when fur availability
was seriously diminished. Russian control was eliminated in
1867 with the purchase of Alaska by the United States of
America.

American influence in Alaska deepened as people migrated
northward, with increased interest in furs, fishing and
whaling. Dutch Harbor flourished in the 1880s as a coaling
station and commercial trade center. The Klondike Gold Rush
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in the 1890s brought many ships to Dutch Harbor, strategically
located along Unimak Pass leading to the Bering Sea, the
western coast of Alaska and the gateway to the gold fields
of northwest Alaska. Several seafood processing plants may
have been in operation in the Unalaska community in the
early 1900s, processing herring, salmon and whale meat.

As ‘coal began to be replaced by o0il as ship fuel, the
coal trade began to diminish in Dutch Harbor. The fox
farming program established throughout the Aleutians in 1910
provided much economic benefit to Unalaska until the Great
Depression of the 1930s saw the collapse of the fur industry.
The area remained severely depressed for several years
following. .

At the beginning of World War II and the increasing
threat of Japanese hostility, Unalaska played an important
role in the defense of the North Pacific. U. S. military
forces took keen interest in Dutch and Iliuliuk Harbors'
Strategic location, near the first navigable pass between
the Ataska Peninsula and the ‘Aleutian Islands. Its location
and deep water harbor also made it an excellent candidate
for a major refueling and transshipment point on a Great
Circle navigation route between Japan and the United States
mainland. Dutch Harbor Naval Station and the U.S. Army's
Fort Mears were established at.Unalaska at the beginning of
World War II. Other military installations were established
on Hog Island, at Eider Point and remote locations throughout
the area. Many Native residents were evacuated to Southeast
Alaska communities for reasons of security and their own
safety. An attack on Dutch Harbor by carrier-based Japanese
aircraft on June 3, 1942 caused both Army and Naval forces
to further strengthen their defenses. Permanent facilities
were constructed at Dutch Harbor including a major hospital
complex, docking and fueling facilities, submarine drydocking
and repair facilities, an airport, and extensive living and
recreational facilities.

Major defense systems were designed and constructed at
strategic locations throughout the many bays and mountainous
areas surrounding the military bases. Many of the gun
emplacements and lookout stations required herculean efforts
to construct, and as a result of their heavy construction,
still remain much as they were built, probably to remain as
reminders of the City's past for decades to come. One such
facility is the central power plant on Amaknak Island. The
building is massive in its construction, reportedly having
been designed to withstand a direct hit by a 500 1b. bomb.

After the war, those villagers that were able to return
home found their villages severely damaged or obliterated.
The population of Unalaska was reported to be about 300
persons after the war.
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) Interest in the fishery resources of the Aleutians
began to gather impetus around 1950 with the harvesting and
processing of halibut, salmon and king crab. Many new jobs

became available, and the local economy improved considerably.

The growth of the king crab industry in the early 1960s
significantly improved the economy of Unalaska.

Much evidence of Unalaska's histery is visibly present
in the community. Some archaeological sites of importance
are known and have been studied. A considerable amount of
work has been done in the region, although not all has been
published. While Aleutian archeological investigation has
been in effect for a 100 years, as evidenced by the work of
W. Dall in 1877, there is no detailed mapping of specific
sites. References to specific sites are in narrative form
in various reports, the only mapping being done is on a
1:250,000 scale (approximately 4 miles to the inch), which
is inadequate for planning or construction purposes.

The Unalaska area typifies this situation as it exist
in the Aleutian Region. Published archeological works, most
notably by T. Banks and A. McCartney, indicate the existence
of a number of midden sites, and some site excavation has
actually been completed. However, what is probably the most
thorough site reconnaissance, accomplished by Captain (Dr.)
Cahn, who was stationed at Dutch Harbor during World War II,
has never been published and exists only by reference in
other published works.

Several archaeological sites are known to exist in the
Unalaska immediate area, some approximately located and
others not. One important site is known to be on the west
side of Amaknak Island just across from the Unisea complex;
this site is presently being utilized as a garbage dump.
Three more sites are generally known to be on the southwest
shore of the "South America" porticn of Amaknak; another

just south of Haystack Hill on Unalaska Island; and approximately

seven more sites scattered around the City. There are also
sites at Eider Pt. and Summer Bay.

One site which has been pinpointed is on the eastern
point of the "South America' portion of Amaknak Island and
is an example of the need for more definitely locating
archaeological sites. This site is located near the base
footing of the proposed Amaknak-Unalaska bridge. The site
has been partially excavated in 1977 and preliminary findings
indicate that it is one of the most significant such sites
ever studied in the Aleutian Islands. Current plans call
for modification to the proposed access ramp off the bridge
to allow complete excavation and protection of the site.
Many midden sites have been destroyed due to construction
activity, particularly those associated with military war
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construction. The Cultural Services Section of the Alaska
Division of Parks estimates it will take approximately 10
man-months to accomplish a detailed archeological site
mapping for the Unalaska arﬁa.

Russian influence is present in the Russian Orthodox
Church, the oldest in the state, several small tree plantations,
and ingrained in the names of many of the community's residents.
Military influence is everywhere. Dilapidated buildings are
found on every buildable piece of land in the community.

Debris still scatters with the wind and flows with the tide.
Thus, a community which had its origins in the fact that it
was a safe harbor of refuge has, through history and continues
today, to exist because of that natural feature. The future
of the community and its primary economic function is directly
tied to that safe harbor and the attractiveness of the area

as a place for living and commerce.

C. FEconomics AND PoPuLATION

1. PRESENT ECONOMY. Unalaska's economy is currently
almost totally dependent on the seafood processing industry.
Other existing and potential sources of economic activity
are: a water transport service/trans-shipment area; a regional
service center for Southwest Alaska; a staging and supply
area for outer Continental shelf petroleum development in
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands areas; and a state and
federal governmental center for implementation and management
of the 200 mile fishery limit.

a. Composition of Employment. Employment data
for Unalaska used in preparing thls development pian was
obtained from numerous sources. The primary source was that
supplied by the Employment Security Division of the Alaska
Department of Labor. This was supplemented by secondary
information supplied by the Commerical Fisheries Entry
Commission, the Alaska Department of Revenue, the Alaska
Legislature, and Tryck, Nyman & Hayes' field interviews with
employers located in the City of Unalaska.

Because labor force data presented by the Employment
Security Division is based on insured employment, certain
categories of employment are not included in Department of
Labor statistics. The most important of these categories,
with respect to Unalaska, is the self-employed category




which includes self-employed fishermen. Estimates are
included in the Department's data for state government
employees, who have not in the past actually been covered by
unemployment insurance. The field interviews and other
sources of data were used to arrive at estimates designed to
quantify the true annual full-time equivalent employment
picture in the community.

The portlon of the local economy devoted to supplylng
goods and services to people outside the local area is
called the "basic" portion of the economy; that portion of
the local economy supplying goods and services to local
people is called the '"'secondary" portion of the economy. The
existence of the secondary portion of the economy is dependent
on the basic portion, hence growth in the basic economy is
essential to long-term healthy community growth. Because
it is exceedingly difficult to reliably measure the actual
dollars generated by a particular industry, number of jobs
by industry type is the most commonly used measure of
economic activity rather than the number of dollars.

Table 1 shows the average annual ‘total employment in
Unalaska by industry type for the year 1976, and the portion
of the economy that is basic and secondary. A note of
explanation should be made in understanding the use of this
table, and comparing it, Table 2 and other data in this
section. Table 1 is based on Alaska Department of Labor
data, plus some fairly extensive field work by the consultant
to arrive-at the "true'" employment picture in Unalaska. The
Department of Labor data has some acknowledged shortcomings,
such as not covering self-employed individuals and making
only estimates of state and local government employment,
therefore, there will be some discrepancy between Tables 1
and 2. The purpose of.establishing the data in Table 1 is
so as to derive basic and secondary employment figures, but
the Department of Labor data is the only source of information
available for comparing employment in Unalaska in 1976 with
employment in other geographical areas and at other periods
of time. Thus, although probably not presently a '"true"
employment picture, the Department of Labor data is the best
available information for comparison purposes.

-_26_
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TABLE 1

Average Annual Employment
City of Unalaska

1976
Basic Secondary

Industry Classification Number % % Basic Number Number
Fishing _ Ly b4 100 L4 0
Mining 2 0.2 100 2 0
Contract Construction 0 0.0 - -- -
Manufacture (1) 815 82.4 100 815 0
Transportation, Communi-

cation & Public Utilities 16 1.6 37 6 10
Trade 29 2.9 21 6 23
Finance, Insurance §

Real Estate 1 0.1 0 o] i
Service 25 2.5 0 0 25
Government:

Federal 18 1.8 0 0 18

State 3 0.3 67 2 ]

Local _36 3.6 _0 _0 36

TOTAL 989 100.0 89 875 114

(1) Includes seafood processing.

Sources:

* Alaska Department of Labor, Employment Security Division
* Commercial Fisheries Entry Commissicn

* Tryck, Nyman & Hayes

* Alaska Department of Revenue, Busnness License Section

Alaska Legislature, Leglslattve Affairs Agency, Finance
Division

The most notable aspect of the Unalaska economy is the
preponderance of employment in the manufacturing category,
i.e. seafood processing. Since virtually all of the processed
seafood products are exported for consumption outside the
City, both the manufacturing and fishing industries are
considered basic. Thus the ratio of basic to secondary jobs
in Unalaska is 1.0:0.13. If stated as an '"economic base
multiplier" it is 1.13. Thus, for every one (1) job in the
basic industries there are an additional 0.13 jobs in the
secondary industries.
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This is an extremely low multiplier, perhaps one of the
lowest in Alaska. As a comparison, other fishing communities
in Alaska commonly have multipliers. of arcund 1.40; the
state as a whole has a multiplier of 1.47; Anchorage's is
1.74; 2.7 is a common multiplier, for communities nationally.
The reasons for this very lew figure for Unalaska will be
discussed below, but the fundamental cause is the almost
total reliance on transient labor to fill the jobs in the
seafood processing industry,in the community. Since the
average transient laborer consumes little in the way of
local goods and services there are comparatively few secondary
jobs created to meet their needs.

‘A comparison of labor force data between Unalaska, the
Aleutian Islands labor area, and the State of Alaska for the
year 1976 is given in Table 2. It will be noted that, while
there is some similarity of industry employment proportions
between Unalaska and the Aleutian Islands area (which begins
at Chignik and ends at Attu), both are considerably different
from the state as a whole. The asterisks indicate withholding
of information by the Department of Labor to comply with
disclosure regulations, and may be considered for the use in
this case as being a fraction of one percent (1%) for comparision
purposes. The heavy federal governmental employment in the
Aleutian District is due to the presence of several military
installations none of which, however, are currently located
in Unalaska.

b. Unemployment and Seasonality. Statistics for
unemployment in the City ot Unalaska in the year 1976 indicate
a 10.6% annual unemployment average, with a 12.8% midwinter
peak. Data for the Aleutian District indicates an average
annual .unemployment rate over the past several years of 7%
to 8%, somewhat lower than the total state average of from
9% to 10%. As does the total state, Unalaska has a seasonal
variation although timing of the season is different in
Unalaskay as discussed below. As a matter of practicality,
field interviews have determined that for most of the year
there are jobs available with the seafood processors for
anyone willing to work. In fact, the processors report
frequently being in need of help and having difficulty
finding locally available employees, even though there are
residents out of work according to available data. Thus,
employment, to the extent that people need income to support
themselves and their families, appears not to be a problem.

Seasonality of employment in the City of Unalaska is
rather high and in fact varies greatly even on a month to
month basis. This is another result of the heavy dependence
on seafood processing and the variability of that industry.

All the other industries also tend to have a great deal of
variation, although not to the extent of the processing industry.

-28-
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TABLE 2

Nonagriculture Wage and Salary Employment Distribution
Unalaska, Aleutian lsland Labor Area, and
State .of Alaska

1976
Percent of Employment
Industry Classification . Unalaska Aleutian islands Alaska
Mirning * * 2.3
Contract Construction 0 8.9 17.7
Manufacturing 77.9 38.4 6.0
Transportation, Communi-

cation & Public Utilities * 3.5 9.2
Trade 4.9 2.7 16.1
Finance, Insurance &

Real Estate * 1.3 4.1
Service 3.7 16.2
Miscellaneous (fishing) 2.7 3.3 0.7
Government:

Federal 3.0 24.9 10.5

State & Local - 6.6 13.3 17.1

TOTAL: 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Withheld to comply with disclosure regulations

Source: Alaska Department of Labor, Employment Security Division

The seasonality data for 1976, and discussions with
seafood processors, indicate that currently the industry in
Unalaska has a production year with two periods of heavy
workload: a minor season in the late spring peaking in April
and May and a major season in the early winter peaking in
October and November. 1It.will be noted from Figure 4,
Seasonality of Employment, that in 1976 the seasonal employment
‘ranged from 49% of the annual average to 147%, or a peak
three times as high as the valley.

C. Recent Trends and Changes. The economy of
Unalaska has been very dynamic over the last several years,
changing rapidly in size, composition, and seasonality. The
fundamental cause of these changes has been as a result of
changes in the fishing industry, the processing end of which
has been the economic mainstay of the Unalaska Community.
The fishing industry is discussed in more detail below.
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Insured employment data is again the most valid and
reliable information available for measuring the economy,
particularly with regard to trends. The expansion of the
Unalaska economy can be seen in the rapid increase, since
1970, in the average employment, as shown by the Average
Total Employment Index illustrated. in Figure 5. Between
1970 and 1976 there has been a continual expansion of employment
to the extent that there was 379% more employment in 1976
than in 1970. By comparison, over the same time period,
there has been an 84% increase in employment statewide, and
a 45% increase in employment in the Aleutian District.

The increasing importance of Unalaska in the economy of
the Aleutian Region is further evidenced by the proportion
of regional employment that is provided in Unalaska. In
1970, Unalaska had 7% of the average annual number of jobs
in the Aleutian District. This percentage has steadily
increased until, in 1976, it had grown to 23% of the annual
district average.

Composition of the Unalaska work force has also shown
some noteworthy trends as indicated by Alaska Department of
Labor data. There has been a proportionate decrease in the
amount of labor force employed in the manufacturing (Hroc5531ng)
industry, from an 86% average in the early 1970s to 78% in
more recent years, and an increase in the government employment
sector of the economy from 4% to 10% over the same time
period. The wholesale and retail trade industry has remained
relatively constant, proportionately, at approximately 5% of
employment. The reverse is true of the Aleutian District as
a whole, where government employment has shown a slight
decrease in recent years, to approximately 40%, with a
corresponding rise in manufacturing employment to 35%.
Wholesale and retail trade has. remained an approximately
constant 6%. From the standpoint of Unalaska, it appears
that despite the high current proportion of basic to secondary
employment, the trend over recent years has been to lower
this proportion within the. City of Unalaska. Another way
of describing the same phenomena is to say that Unalaska is
becoming more economically similar to a typlcal urbanized
community.

Trends with respect to seasonality of emplqyment in
Unalaska can also be seen, although there is a significant
year to year variation. The Alaska Department of Labor has
defined a Seasonality Index, which is the ratio of total
man-months of employment in the six lowest months of the
year to total man-months of employment in the six highest
months. Thus, a seasonality index number of 0.0 would
indicate 'complete' seasonality, while an index of 1.0 would
indicate no seasonality at all. Using this Employment
Seasonality Index, as indicated in Figure 6, it can be seen
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that there has been a general overall increase in year
around employment although, again, there have been some
significant year to year variations. By comparison, the
Aleutian District has been less seasonally dependent, while
the state as a whole, except in 1973 and 1974, has had
virtually no year to year variations despite the magnitude
of the Pipeline construction impact on the economy.

In summary, recent trends have shown Unalaska to have a
very rapidly expanding economy, increasingly becoming an
economic center of activity in the district, yet trends of
expanded job opportunities in ncr-processing employment
seems to have kept its porportionate share with the expanding
processing and governmental sectors of the economy. With
regard to seasonality of employment, there seems to be a
trend toward less seasonal dependency, despite a great deal
of year to year variation.

2. POTENTIAL FOR ECONOMIC GROWTH. The City of Unalaska
has both an extremely bright economic future and the potential
ability to exert a great deal of control over the type of
community which will develop as a result of expanded economic
activity. Seafood processing, especially in the processing
of bottomfish species, a staging and supply area for 0CS
development, a regicnal service center, a water transport
service and trans-shipment area, and a state/federal center
for dealing with the 200 mile 1limit enforcement support all
have potential for inducing economic growth.

a. Fishing and Seafood Processing. While fishing
in Unalaska dates back thousands of years to the original
Aleut inhabitants, the modern seafood processing industry is
a relatively recent arrival. The first modern seafood
processing plant was established in Unalaska in 1962; by
1967 there were five processing plants, and by 1976 there
were eight. In addition to the increasing number of plants
there has been a growth in size of the plants, as evidenced
by the steady growth of industry employment discussed above.
At least one and possibly a seccend new processing facility
is rumored to be under consideration before the 1978 fall
season begins. Two existing plants are currently undergoing
sizeable expansion in facilities.

The growth of Unalaska as a seafood processing center
results from the growth of the Aleutian-Bering area as a
domestic seafood producer, especially with regard to king
crab and tanner crab. The tanner crab harvest particularly
has exploded in recent years, increasing from 7 million
pounds in 1975 to 22 million pounds in 1976 toc an estimated
50 million pounds in 1977. The annual king crab harvest has
exceeded 60 million pounds for the last few years, exhibiting
a general growth trend since 1970.



Unalaska is the farthest west point in Alaska for land
based seafood processing, although floating processors do go
farther west during the season peaks. Fishermen's selection
of processors to sell their catch is a complicated decision
process, involving boat ownership, prices paid, timing of
the season, and waiting line for unloading among other
possible considerations. The usual geographic area for
Unalaska processors to serve extends west to the end of the
Aleutian Islands, southeast to the southern end of the
Alaska Peninsula, northeast into Bristol Bay, and throughout
the Bering Sea as far north as the Norton Sound, which
opened in 1977 to crabbing for the first time.

While not all of western Alaska's domestic catch is
processed in Unalaska, catch from throughout the geographical
area is processed in Unalaska. Therefore, it is appropriate
to examine data from this area as an indication of the
potential market for Unalaska processing. The predominant
western Alaska species caught and processed by the Alaska
seafood industry are king crab, salmon, and the burgeoning
tanner crab; other species are halibut, herring and shrimp,
but these latter constituted only about 1% of the total
western Alaska catch in 1975. Table 3 shows a ten year
history of western Alaska seafood catch by both all nations
and Alaska landings. The only American competitor for
shellfish in recent years has been the Japanese for tanner
crab. Passage of the 200 mile limit has placed almost all
western Alaska shellfish harvest areas under American domain
along with the potential for most of the bottomfish harvest
areas. : : :

Recent six-year trends in catch, price, and statewide
significance of the western Alaska seafood industry are
shown in Table 4. Most notable items are the gradual increase
in king crab catch; the significant recent increase in
tanner crab catch; the reduction and subsequent gradual
increase in salmon catch; the significant price paid for all
seafood species since 1973; and the increasing importance of
western Alaska in the statewide fisheries. 'Inquiries to the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game and the Alaska Department
of Revenue as to processing volumes in Unalaska yielded no
information, as their data is based on processing company
and not geographical docation. Compilation of this data
into a format useful for community policy development purposes
would be most helpful. -However, some indication of the
growth of Unalaska's importance as a processing port can be
gleaned from the shared revenue for seafood landings, which
experienced a steady growth from slightly under §4000 in
1970 to $80,000 in 1975, at which time at least 29% of the
Western Alaska domestic shellfish landings were processed at
Unalaska.
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TABLE 3

Western Alaska Seafood Catch
Millions of Pounds

All Nations Alaska Landings
Ground Shell Ground  Shell
Year fish(1) fish(h) fish fish Salmon
1966 1,215 *k 1 b 100
1967 2,035 i 3 45 48
1968 2,324 Hk 2 42 30
1969 2,789 167 2 37 70
1970 3,788 153 % 34 120
1971 4,877 129 * 50 76
1972 5,157 o4 - * Lo 32
1973 L,646 89 * 53 24
1974 4,249 11 1 74 33
1975 # 99 1 6 47

* Less than 1 million lbs.

Al L
W

insufficient or unavailable data

Source: (1) Demersal Fish and Shellfish Resources of the
Eastern Bering Sea in the Baseline Year 1975,
National Marine Fisheries Service

(2) Alaska Regional Profiles, Southwest Region, AEIDC

(3) Alaska Catch and Production, Alaska Debartment
of Fish and Game

(4) Derived from (1), (25 and (3)
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Despite the impressive increases of seafood harvest and
processing in recent years,. the 124 million pound harvest. of
the Western District in 1975 pales to insignificance when
compared to the over 4,000 million (4 billion) pound potential
of the area within the United States 200 mile 1limit, an
approximate 32-fold increase. As indicated in Table 3,
foreign fishermen and processors have harvested this amount
over the past several years, largely in the form of pollock,
sole, flounder and herring. American fishermen and processors
have, in the past, generally ignored these species, even
when fishing within the 12-mile limit, in favor of the
higher-valued salmon, shrimp and crab. Development of
appropriate American technology and the availability of
capital investment will undoubtedly take several years, but
even conservative estimates foresee a doubling of the bottomfish
harvest within the next five to ten years, with further
significant increases possible beyond that time. Even this
fairly rapid timetable may be accelerated if additional
foreign investment and new technology advancement is made in
the industry, as some evidence seems to indicate.

Unalaska is in an excellent position to be the prime
location for any land-based processing of bottomfish that
may occur. In addition to being an excellent harbor with
respect to water depth and protection from weather, it is
the year around port most centrally-located to the bottom .
fish area. The largest potential bottomfish area lies din a
triangular location, with Unalaska as the apex of the trlangle.
This location is bounded by a boundary approximately going
from Unalaska to Cape Newenham, thence 'to a point 400 miles
east-northeast from Cape Newenham to the U.S. 200 mile
limit, thence southeast to Unalaska.

There is currently considerable controversy over recent
proposals by foreign-owned floating seafood processors to
co-venture with American fishermen on catching and processing
bottomfish. Because many of the domestic land-based processors,
such as Whitney-Fidalgo Seafoods, Universal Seafoods, Dutch
Harbor Seafoods, Vita Food Products and Amfac, are actually
substantially owned or controlled by foreign corporatlons,
the most important effect of the rival proposals is the
. number of jobs created for American ‘fishermen and labor, the
tax base provided by the land-based (or located) processors,
and the secondary industries and jobs created to support -the
processing industry. The question of foreign vs. domestic
processing and the resolution of current controversy will
have a vital effect on the long term growth of Unalaska.

This is an extremely important point and cannot be overly
" stressed.
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Table 4

Western Alaske Catch and Value to Fishermen

Catch/Million 1bs. Price/$ per 1b.(1)  Percentage Total Alaska Value
Year King Tanner Salmon King Tanner Salmon King Tanner Salmon 2;::?
1970 31.9 1.5  129.8 26 .09 .22 58 9 43 38
1971 49.9 0.2 75.7 .26 .10 .24 68 1 35 36
1972 48.8 0.1 31.5 .25 L1 .20 58 (2) 14 21
1973 52.3 0.5 23.6 .60 .17 .28 70 1 1 26
1974 62.5 5.6 32.9 oo L2 .37 68 9 18 27
1975 67.5 7.1 46.7 .37 .13 .35 65 13 30 33

(1) Computed by dividing total value to total catch
(2) Less than 1 million Ibs.

éource: Alaska Catch & Production, Alaska Dept. of Fish § Game

One of the more significant unknowns in the seafood
processing industry at this time is the type of groundfish
processing which will evolve as Americans get into catching
and processing those species. Foreign fleets have successfully
utilized both the "mother ship'" concept and the combination
"catch-processing' vessel rather than using shore-based
processing facilities. While there are pollock, cod, flounder,
perch, sablefish and other groundfish within 100 miles of
Unalaska, the bulk of the potential -catch is much further
away. The ultimate resolution of this question will likewise
have a significant effect oh Unalaska's long term growth.

The fishing portion of the seafood industry has not
been quite so much of a boon to the City of Unalaska as has
the processing portion. Data on the number of people with
commercial fishing permits listing Unalaska as their address
in 1977 numbers 35. Howevér, discussions with Unalaska
residents indicates that only approximately 12 people actually
derive their primary source of income from fishing. As 19
of the 35 vessels exceeded 50 feet in length, thereby requiring
a crew, and since Department of Labor data indicates only

-37-



some 16 people in Unalaska in the fishing industry are
covered by unemployment insurance (as would be crew members
but not vessel owners), a judgmental estimate was made
incorporating all the available information. Table 5 gives
data on the fishery resource utilized, gear amounts and
types, and area of fishing for each of the permit holders
listing Unalaska as their address. It would be anticipated
that, as the seafood industry increases in magnitude, the
fishing portion would similarly increase, subject to a
variety of technical, social and economic considerations.,

In summary, Unalaska can probably expect very significant
increases in the seafood processing industry within the next
five to ten years, with propertioenate increases in associated
industries. A doubling within the next five years, and a
tripling within the next ten seem to be reasonable expectations,
according to the personnel of the Alaska Department of Fish
and Game, with a good possibility of even greater increases.
These two assumptions, admittedly conservative, have been
utilized in subsequent economic forecasting presented later
in this document. Supportive evidence to these assumptions
is information recently received from Sea-Land Service Co.,
which expects Unalaska fish and shellfish landings to go
from 210 million pounds in 1977 to 403 million pounds by
1980, including 60 million pounds of bottomfish.

TABLE 5

1977 Alaska Limited Entry Permit Holders
Listing an Unalaska Address

Pertinent Data

No. of No. of No. of
Type of Fishing Permits Type of Gear Permits Area Permits
Halibut 9 Purse Siene 1 Statewide 33
Black Cod i Drift Gill Net 3 Peninsula~
Dungeness Crab 3 Otter Trawl 2 Aleutians 3
King Crab 4o Beam Trawl 1 Dutch Harbor 24
Bottomfish 1 Long Line 9 Bering Sea 16
Shrimp 4 Pot 4 Bristol Bay 1
Salmon 4 Pot 19 '

" Tanner Crab 4 Other 1

Other 1 o
Total 77 77 77

Source: Alaska Limited Entry Commission
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b. 0il gnd Gas Exploration and Development.
Offshore oil and gas exploration and development 1s expected
to have some impact on Unalaska in the next five to ten
years, but probably nowhere near the extent of the fisheries
impact as discussed above. Unalaska is within 200 miles of
the St. George basin, within 200 miles of the far eastern
end of the Bristol Bay basin, and within 200 miles of most
of the Aleutian Shelf (Shumagin Shelf) basin, which is south
of Unalaska Island. Available petroleum quantity information
on these areas is rather limited. The 200 mile distance is
important as 200 miles is the currently acceptable limit for
service and supply between the shoreside 'support base and
offshore exploration and development activity.

I

The latest U.S. Department of Interior Outer Continental
Shelf 0il and Gas lease schedule as it relates to Alaska was
issued August 23, 1977, and contains the intended federal
0OCS lease sales through 1981. The.St, George basin, the
Aleutian Shelf basin, and the Bristol Bay basin, which are
the areas which could have the most significant effect on
Unalaska, are not included in the schedule. Those leases
scheduled for offshore Alaska waters are:

Beaufort Sea, December 1979
Gulf of Alaska, June 1980
Kodiak, October 19280

Cook Inlet, March 1981
Bering-Norton, December 1981

A map showing the approximate location of these areas is
presented in Figure 7.

Some background discussion on OCS o0il and gas development
is appropriate. Offshore development has several phases,
each of which has its own characteristics and potential for
on-shore activities. These are described below.

A. RECONNAISSANCE - The obtaining of seismic and other
geotechnical information by companies interested in
participating in the development. There is minimal on-
shore impact from this activity. An occasional exploration
boat will be seen in the area as it is resupplied,
generally from existing shoreside facilities and very
little, if any, employment will be generated locally by
this phase.
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B. LEASE SALE - The selling, in closed bid competition, of
tracts to the company (or groups of companies) which
offer the highest acceptable lease price and royalty
payment fee. No on-shore impact is associated with
this phase.

C. EXPLORATION - The drilling of exploratory wells in off-

shore locations after the leases have been let. Establishment

of one or more on-shore service bases to supply and
support off-shere activities occurs at the beginning of
this phase. There is moderate on-shore impact including
some immigration of specialized labor.

D. DEVELOPMENT - Construction of off-shore platforms for
production of oil; construction of pipelines to bring
the 0il from the off-shore platforms to shoreside
facilities; and the construction on-shore of processing
facilities, tanker terminals, etc. Heaviest on-shore
impact and activity is experienced in this phase, both
in terms o facilities and immigration of labor.

E. PRODUCTION - The flow of oil {and gas, if discovered),
continuing for the life of the field, from the off-
shore platforms thrcugh underwater pipelines to shore
facilities. Only moderate impact is associated with
this phase.

~
(9

Each of these phases will encompass a differing time
span and will produce differing impacts depending on a
number of variables unique to each case. The most important
of these variables is the anticipated lease area's petroleum
potential. Using a specific example to -illustrate how such
a process may be enacted, Figure 8 is based on the Bureau of
Land Management's Alaska OCS office data pertaining to the
Northern Gulf of Alaska lease sale held in 1976. As pointed
out in the Environmental Impact Statement for that particular
sale, this scenario is only one of several likely possibilities;
it is, however, the one BLM chose to use in their study of
probable impacts.

Several points should be noted in this discussion.
First, the data pertains to, one, specific estimate of one
specific lease sale; it therefore Cannot be considered
"typical' in absolute terms; the intent in presenting the
data here is to provide the reader with a specific 'case
history'". Secondly, the data presented does not include
secondary employment resulting from the primary employment,
nor is the induced population of employment in this regard
included in the data. These are highly divergent variables,
extremely sensitive to the differing conditions existing at
any particular time and place. Thirdly, the data applies
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statewide and not to any spec1f1c location. No one location
will receive all the impact from any lease sale, buf the
variables here too are highly divergent and dependent on

the particulars of time and place. The intent here is to
simply give the reader a feeling for the activities involved
in OCS petroleum development.

The scheduling of OCS leases inm Alaska, particularly in
the Aleutian-Bering area, has been the subject of controversy
and delay. For example, in 1975 the St. George basin was
scheduled for lease in October, 1976. By November, 1976,
however, the lease had been re-scheduled to March, 1977, but
the January, 1977 and June, 1977 lease schedules did not
even list it. Conflict with fisheries resources and weather
extremes have been the reported reasons for questioning the
desirability of leasing this area, hence assumedly the
reasons for delay in its offering.

Harbor requirements for service bases dlffer greatly
from those needed for oil terminals and their attendant
supertankers. While both uses require protected harbors,
which Unalaska certainly has, the requirements for service
bases include a turning basin of at least 1500 feet in
diameter, 24 foot water depth (below mean low low water),
and approximately 20 acres available level land near the
waterfront. O0il terminals, on the other hand, require
turning basins of up to 4000 feet (and even more for the
newer class of larger supertankers), harbor entrance depth
of 70 feet, and up to 300 acres of level land available near
the waterfront. Dutch Harbor and Captains Bay are both of
insufficient size to accomodate supertankers, and neither
would have 300 acres of nearby level land available. Captains
Bay has the additional problem.of a relatively shallow and
narrow harbor entrance. Summers Bay and Nateekin Bay are
both inadequate from the protection standpoint. While it
would be possible to have a small oil terminal facility in,
say, Captains Bay, examination of the various nearby basins
indicates that there are other closer potential terminal
sites which may be used.

The exploration phase of the OCS oil or gas fields
would begin almost immediately after the lease sale is held.
Should economical deposits be discovered, the development
phase would begin immediately thereafter, but usually not
before four to five years after the leasing of the tracts.
For the reasons discussed above, it is unlikely that either
an 0il terminal or an LNG facility will be constructed
anywhere in Unalaska Bay, even when the nearby areas mentioned
above are finally leased. Therefore, no significant OCS
impact, other than supply and service base development, is
considered likely to take place in Unalaska.



Because of Unalaska's proximity to these potential

. .development areas, and its excellent harbor, Unalaska will
‘undouptedly, however, be the site for a supply and service
base. for one or more phases of this development. As described
above, service base installation is the first of several
stages of on-shore development in the OCS process, and the
one with the least potential local community impact. However,
the service base development is not likely to take place
until either the St. George, Aleutian Shelf, or Bristol Bay
areas are leased, apparently not until sometime after 1981.
It would appear, therefore, that no significant OCS-related
impact is likely to occur in Unalaska prior to 1982, at the
earliest. This 1s considerably later in time than had been
considered probable prior to recent publishing of the revisead
leasing schedule. This does not mean, however, that the

City of Unalaska should ignore, until 1981, the possibility
that on-shore activity associated with OCS.development will
likely occur only after then. On the contrary, the fact

that such on-shore development is extremely likely to occur
coupled with the point that there is ample time to plan
adequately for that activity is a situation of which the

City should take advantage. Adequate planning in conjunction
with the involved o0il companies should be undertaken once

the City has developed its long range land use plan and once
a coastal zone management plan for the Aleutian Region has
been developed and finally approved.

The Alaska Department of Community and Regional Affairs
has produced two studies pertaining to supply base requirements
in the northern Gulf of Alaska.* Assuming the level of
exploratory effort near Unalaska is proportional to the
ratio of estimated level of o0il reserves between the Gulf of
Alaska base and those areas which would be supplied from
Unalaska as discussed above, the level of exploration effort
out of Unalaska should be approximately 44% of the level of
effort of the Gulf of Alaska. Using data from the two ADCRA
studies, the resultant scenario indicates a two-berth supply
base supporting 3 or 4 exploration rigs via 7 supply boats.
This would create 34 supply base jobs, 70 jobs on boat
crews, and 10 additional secondary jobs in the community
(e.g. waitress, schoolteacher, etc.]}.

Experience to date from the supply base at Yakutat
indicates the supply.base jobs and the secondary jobs will

be filled by residents, or people who become residents, and

*Supply Boat and Port Facility Scenario: OCS Sale No. 39 -
Northern Gulf of Alaska and Marine Service Bases for Offshore
0il Development ‘ .
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the boat crew jobs will be filled by transients. It is
assumed that resident job holders will have families,
therefore, the population increase resulting from OCS exploration
will be 132 residents and 70 non-residents. As the lease

sale dates are still indefinite, this population impact is
shown separately in Figure 10 below. The types of supply

base jobs available for a "typical' crew are shown in Figure 9,
taken from one of the above mentioned ADCRA studies.

c. Marine Service and Trans-shipment.- Pctential
Unalaska development as a center for the servicing of marine
vessels and as a txansshlpment center. for marine freight
have both been considered by numerous interested parties.
For at least the past decade the preponderance of Unalaska
shipping has consisted of petroleum products, largely for
the refueling of transport vessels. Second in shipping
importance for the same period has been that of raw and
processed seafood, generally on the order of one-tenth of
the petroleum product tonnage. Together, petroleum and
seafood account for approximately 97% of the tonnage shipped
through Unalaska over the last decade, although both are
annually highly variable in amount and show little correlation
with each other.

Increasing economic activity in the Aleutian-Bering
area will probably mean some increasing activity in Unalaska
as a service and transshipment point. Seafood and petroleum
should continue to increase as seafood processing and shipping
increase, most likely in direct proportion. It is questionable,
however, if Unalaska will see significant increases in
activity as a transshipment point for other goods, other
than possibly those related to OCS development. The sparse
Aleutian Islands population, the very great distances separating
the various settlements, and the "open sea'" conditions of
waterways surrounding the islands precludes the "inland
passage' type of shipping, which would require some sort of
transshipment. A study is currently underway to examine the
feasibility of a state-owned and operated "Kodiak-Aleutian
Island" ferry system. Data and results from this study may
serve to indicate Unalaska's future potential in this regard.

Increased mineral and petroleum development in northwest
Alaska, partly as a result of activity by the several Native
Corporations and the development of National Petroleum
Reserve-Alaska (NPR-A) would greatly increase shipping in
the sea lanes near Unalaska. Rather than change the nature
of the past and current function of Unalaska in this respect,
it is felt that what will occur is a repeat_of the function
Unalaska served in the development of the Prudhoe Bay facilities
and.the Alaska Pipeline construction. That is, Unalaska
will serve as a refueling point and lay-over station for the
ocean-going barge traffic as it passes through on the way to
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FIGURE 9

0CS SHORESITE CREW--TYPICAL

Number On Dutx

Manager ] 1
Bookkeeper ' | 1
Warehouseman i i
Crane/Forklift Operator 2 1
Truck Driver 2 ]
Longshoreman 3 2
Roustabout ‘3 2
Radio Operator , 2 !
Mud and Cement Service 2 [
Fuel Service 2 1
Rental Tool Service 2 1

Total: 21 12

NOTE: Four to six company administrative and
technical people will likely have permanent
responsibilities for the offshore work, but
they will perform most.of their duties either
on the drilling vessel, or in a home office in
Anchorage or some other city.

SOURCE: Marine Service Bases for Qffshore 0il Development,
ADCRA
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the port of destination. Thus, rather than functioning as a
major transshipment point, Unalaska would function primarily
as a refueling and only occasionally as a restaging area.

Increasing interest has been evidenced in utilizing
some of the former military facilities on Amaknak Island to
service and repair marine vessels. The land and those
facilities formerly used for this propose by the military
have passed into ownership of the Ounalashka Native Corporation
as a result of the ANCSA. While costs and conditions
necessary to make redevelopment of this facility feasible
require a more extensive study, it would seem that some
trends in the fishing industry should be considered. Such a
study is currently being initiated by the Ounalashka Native
Corporation. While increased fishing will mean increased
numbers of boats coming to Unalaska, the past and forseeable
future trends indicate that the boats will beccme larger and
more complex. This type of boat requires very extensive
facilities for overhaul, which presently tend to be found
only in major shipyards such as exist in Seattle. Unknowns,
such as the size and timing cf construction of a small beat
harbor, would also affect this feasibility.

In summary, at this time, it does not seem likely that,
in the near future, there will be any significant impact on
the Unalaska economy by the large scale development of
either service or transshipment facilities, other than OCS-
related development in the time frame discussed above. It
is possible, however, that more detailed analysis, some of
which are currently being undertaken or considered, will
reveal that trends and changing conditions make either or
both possibilities feasible.

d. Marine Resource Enforcement. Previous discussions

have noted the economic effects that resource exploitation
can directly have on Unalaska, i.e., the federal program for
OCS development and the recently-enacted 200 mile 1limit on
seafood processing. A related but separate occurrence is
the development of Unalaska as a headquarters location for
state and federal agency enforcement of laws and regulations
pertaining to OCS and fishery rescurces.

At the state level the Department of Public Safety has
prime enforcement jurisdiction in fisheries. The Division
of Fish and Wildlife Protection will station a new motor
patrol vessel, "Vigilant", at Dutch Harbor with plans under
consideration to possibly station a second patrol vessel in
Unalaska also. The lack of adequate housing in Unalaska has
been an important factor in the delay in siting, as there
will be a permanent crew of six (6) members plus families,

-47-



and one or two (1-2) state troopers plus families, who will
require accomodations in .conjunction with each patrol vessel..

Geographical jurisdictions of enforcement authority are
still unsettled. While Alaska clearly has general enforcement
authority within the three mile 1limit, Alaska Fish and Game
enforcement officers have recently arrested violators beyond
this 1limit; this authority beyond three miles is currently
being tested in the courts. An additional concept, currently
under discussion, is the mutual deputization of state and
federal enforcement officers which would allow each to
enforce federal and state laws in the other's respective

jurisdiction. Given the very large enforcement area concerned,

this approach could prove to be very efficient.

The federal agency responsible for enforcement within
the 200 mile limit is the U.S. Coast Guard. With increased
0il tanker traffic carrying Prudhoe Bay oil from the Alaska
Pipeline to the lower 48 states, and increased enforcement
activities associated with the 200 mile limit, the presence
of the Coast Guard in Alaska is being sharply increased.
Operational headquarters for the Coast Guard are located in
Juneau, but the major enforcement manpower and facilities
are located in Kodiak. The Coast Guard is viewing the

Aleutian-Bering area as an important target area for enforcement.

Plans are being developed to station three enforcement
personnel permanently in Unalaska to oversee fish processing
ractivities and the related catch vessels, with an additional
two personnel anticipated to be needed once OCS oil related
activities begin in the St. George basin or the Aleutian

- Shelf basin.

While no permanent stationing of Coast Guard vessels in
Unalaska is currently anticipated, the Coast Guard is desirous
of utilizing Dutch Harbor as a refueling and resupply base
for enforcement vessels operating in the Aleutian and Bering
areas. There are, however, two factors currently preventing
this action: lack of marine diesel fuel available in large
quantities for the smaller patrol vessels; and the presently
inadequate airport runway at Dutch Harbor which, according
to the Coast Guard, does not permit their use of C-130 and
C-135 aircraft at this field for supply activities. While
the former shortcoming is probably easily remedied, the
problem of runway width and length is more difficult to
.solve. The Alaska Division of Aviation has in the past
considered extension of the runway at the Dutch Harbor
Airport, but extension has been deleted from the State five
year airport improvement plan. Serious problems with regard
to topographical configuration on the site, questionable
technological feasibility, costs associated with runway
extension to the north, and airport ownership questions were
cited by the Division'as reasons for the deletion.
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There is currently considerable controversy as noted
surrounding proposals by foreign floating seafood processors
to co-venture with American fishermen on catching and processing
bottomfish. Because many of the domestic land-based processors,
such as Whitney-Fidalgo Seafoods, Universal Seafoods, Iutch

Harbor Seafoods, Vita Food Products and Amfac, are actually

substantially owned by foreign corporations, the most important
consideration of the rival proposals is the number of jobs
created for American labor, the tax base provided by the
land-based (or located) processors, and the secondary industry
created to support the processing industry. The question

of foreign vs. domestic processing is one which will have a
vital effect on the long term growth of Unalaska.

Unalaska's geographical location and excellent harbor
make it very suitable for locating enforcement agencies
dealing with the impact of development of marine resources,
and some of this agency location 1is scheduled to take place
in Unalaska. Additional agency location in Unalaska 1is
possible, but will be affected by the avallab lity of
suitable housing and airport uporadlng

e, Regional Service Center and Other Potential.
The likelihood of major economic impacts on Unalaska as a
result of its evolution as a regional service center seem
unlikely at this time. The major population centers in the
Aleutian region are the military bases further west on the
chain; the communities of Sand Point, King Cove and Cold Bay
to the .east; and St. Paul and St. George on the Pribiloff
Islands to the north. The mtlitary provides the majority of
its own support and services for their ‘bases, and the other
communities, because of communication links and geographic
location, are unlikely to utilize Unalaska facilities to any
appreciable extent. While Unalaska may serve some of the
smaller nearby communities, such as Akutan, it does not
appear likely that this would result in any major economic
impact.

Development in Unalaska of 2 tourist/recreation industry
has been considered as a possibility. Here also particular
tourist industry expertise is required to fully explore the
potential, but it does not appear that there will be a
significant economic impact due to development of tourism
over the next few years. Some possible attributes for:
tourist attraction would be the fishing and the former Dutch
Harbor military base facilities. However, inclement and
variable weather makes sport fishing attractiveness questionable
on any large scale, and deterioration and civilian redevelopment
of the former military base erodes that attribute as an item
of major consideration.
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One possible alternative in the -development of the

. tourist industry would involve not just Unalaska, but the .
entire Aleutian region. This alternative would be to develop
an archaeological-historical tour of important sites of both
the unique Aleut culture and the World War II military sites
throughout the Aleutian area. .While this type of tour would
probably not ever have great mass appeal, and would certainly
be highly seasonal, it may still be economically. viable. It
could serve as a notable industry in the region. Certainly

a great deal of preparation would have to take place throughout
the region prior to the development of such a tour, thus it
does not appear likely to occur in the near future and,
because of the magnitude of other developments, would not
‘constitute a rival major industry for Unalaska. Such was

the case with Alaska Airlines sponsored tours to Russia in
the early 1970's.

In summary, while there will probably be some minor
increases in both the formation of a regional service center
and the number of tourists visiting Unalaska, there does not
appear to be any particular reason to anticipate major
changes in the status of either of these economic activities.

One additional aspect of future economic development in
Unalaska needs .consideration. The Ounalashka Native Corporation,
headquartered in Unalaska will, when conveyance processes
are completed, be the largest private land owner in Unalaska.
Much of the land within the City held by the Corporation is
located on Amaknak Island, including the deactivated Naval
Station. Land in other areas remote from the City has known
resource development potential. Future plans of the Corporation
for the use of these lands or the possible development of
any of the resource potentials is relatively unknown. These
plans are considered proprietary by the Corporation, are not
generally public knowledge, and are unknown to the City or
its planning consultant in spite of efforts to obtain .them.

It is safe to assume, however, that these lands, the usable
facilities on them and any economically developable natural
resource potentials proven to exist will at some point in
‘time be utilized and exploited as the Corporation is a
profit-making entity under the provisions of the ANCSA-

When the Corporation's plans are made known, every
effort should be made by the City to assess their impact
upon the City and appropriate changes in the pojections here
presented should be made. The Native Corporation, as a
creation of the ANCSA,. is somewhat unique in the American
free enterprise system It is, however, a private company
and in this regard should be accorded no more or less status
in-its community than any other such corporation. As the
largest private landowner in the community, however, Ounalashka,
Inc. has a significant interest in the workings of 1oca1
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government and, respectively, the local municipality has a
keen interest in this lanrdowner'"s future plans. Efforts
should be initiated to develop more meaningful lines of
communication between the municipal government and the
Corporation in order that their respective planning may be,
to the maximum extent possible, complimentary.

In summary, the prospects for continued and expanded
economic growth in Unalaska are excellent but tied both
directly and indirectly to the seafoocd harvesting and processing
industries. Some economic gain is forecast in association
with outer continental shelf oil and gas exploration and
development but not in any measurable degree before the
1980's. The heavy dependence upon the fishery and processing
industries will mean that Unalaska's economy will continue
to be almost totally export in nature. Thus, local economic
benefit will have to be derived from resident jobs in the
basic industries and from jobs and sales of goods and services
in the secondary support industries that relate to fishery
and processing activities. There appears to be little
impetus or opportunity to change this composition, and-the
economic "health'" of the Unalaska community will be directly
affected by the status of the two prime industries. The
City of Unalaska will have to continually be abreast of
forces and changes in the fishery and seafood processing
segments for signals as to what will happen locally. Effective
communications and relations with the Unalaska based processing
plants should be a key element in the City's long range
economic development program. It is not possible, given the
void in knowledge outlined above, to .assess or predict the
possible impact on the local economy of the local Native
Corporation's use of its land or its development endeavors.

3. PROJECTIONS. The basis of any Community Development
Plan should be sound projections of economic growth and
population in the community followed by translation of these
projections into needs, services, facilities. and programs
for the future. These projections and translations should
be realistic and reflective of community desires as expressed
by goals and objectives. Following are projections of
economic growth, expressed in terms of future employment and
population for Unalaska. Other projections for housing,
education demands and other community facilities are discussed
in the appropriate section of the Development Plan portion
of this report.

The time frame, or target date, of these projections is
1987, ten years. However, extreme difficulty was experienced
in developing reliable projections beyond 1982, or five
years. This results from the many unknowns and variables
present in Unalaska with respect to future economic development,
meeting of transportation needs, federal and state policy
with respect to fishery and other resource potentlals and

_51-



the extreme dependence of the Unalaska economy on the export
industry. Additionally, .it.is .considered unwise to project - . .
economic conditions and population in hard terms beyond -five
years, and that principal is evident in this instance. -
Unalaska is a dynamic community in the sense that it is
presently in a period of extreme economic transition and
fluidity. Whether or not much or little of the new labor in
the processing industry becomes resident in the City or
continues the historical pattern of being transient is the.
key factor in the degree of population growth that will be
experienced. Despite the insight, 6 into the Unalaska area
gconomy given by the knowledge outlined above, nothing
reliably is known about the types of job skills that are or
are not available in Unalaska, about the income level of the
populace or what the possible impact of Regional or Village
Native Corporation programs or development might be upon the
future of the City or area economy. It is safe to assume,
however, that as new job opportunities develop requiring job
skills not obtainable locally or in which local residents
have no interest, labor with those skills will migrate to
the area to meet the demand. ' ’

S a. Methodology. There are four basic methodologies
for forecasting population .growth: (1) projection based on
historical birth and death rates; (2) fitting appropriate
mathematical curves to historical data and extrapolating
future probabilities; (3) assuming a proportionate share of
a larger regional growth where that grewth has been estimated;
(4) and basing future population on size and type of forecasted
employment. ' :

Most of these methods have significant drawbacks
when applied to Alaska in general, and Unalaska in particular.
Significant migration, such as occurs in most parts of .-
Alaska, usually makes natural population change an inappropriate
base for forecasting in Alaska. The fitting of mathematical
curves ignores significant population-generating or reducing
events that may or may not have taken place in the past, but
are expected to occur in the future. Assigning Unalaskd a
proportional share of the Aleutian Regional population, or a
proportion of the state population, is also not a viable
approach as local developments can not be properly accounted
for in this approach. As indicated by previous discussions
concerning composition of employment, Unalaska is not typical
of either the state or the region, hence population changes
in either of the larger areas do not necessarily result in
changes in Unalaska population. Information regarding
reasons for past population fluctuations, as indicated in
Figure 10, is unavailable, hence no analysis can be made.
Results of a 1977 census were unavailable at the initial
time of this writing. Subsequent analysis of this census
indicated no reason’ to change any of the observations and
conclusions stated herein; Appendix I shows data taken from
the 1977 census.
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The method most widely used in Alaskan studies is .to
forecast the type and amount of employment likely, to occur
in a‘community, then assign population based on this employment.
Employment as a basi$® for population projection has shown
itself to be a generally accurate forecasting tocl. Analysis
of statewide population for the ‘last century shows that
there have been two basic trends: from 1880 until 1939,
when the annual population growth rate statewide was 1.35%,
and from 1939 to the present, when the rate was 4.4%. The
Alaska Pipeline construction period shows a significant
deviation from this latter trend; however, the rate should
move closer to the 4.4% now that construction is completed.
The discussions below indicate the type of employment anticipated
in Unalaska over the next decade, and the population changes

- and re-composition resulting from this employment and other

factors. From these populaticn forecasts come the basis for
projecting school enrollments, housing needs, and other
community requirements.

- b. Employment Projections. Certain assumptions
can be made utilizing information presented in the previous.
sections. The three most significant variables involved:
are: the growth of the seafood processing industry in
Unalaska, the proportion of secondary workers whc take up
residency in Unalaska, and the proportion- of secondary jobs
to.basic jobs as the population and economy grows. Because
of the rapid changes and uncertain future in Unalaska, due
to' the evolution of fishing, fish processing and offshore
0il development, it is felt that projections beyond a ten
year time frame would merely be an exercise in mathematical
manipulation and not be useful in guiding decisions:

THE ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS LISTED BELOW RESULT IN
THREE GROWTH "SCENARIOS", REPRESENTING A RANGE OF POSSIBILITIES
WITHIN WHICH DEVELOPMENT IS LIKELY TO OCCUR IN UNALASKA.
NONE OF THESE SGCENARIOS IS PARTICULARLY THE "MOST LIKELY"
ONE: THEY ARE INTENDED TO INDICATE A POSSIBLE RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES OF BOTH VARIABLES AND RESULTING POPULATION
COMPOSITIONS.

ASSUMPTIONS

1.  The overwhelmingly predominant portion of the basic sector of the
Unalaska econcmy will continue to' be the seafood processing industry.
Employment in assoctated industries, such as fishing and portions
of the transportation and trade industries, will be proportional to
the growth of the seafood processing industry.



The domestic seafood processing industry in the Bering-Aleutian
area will at.least double its 1976 domestic seafood production by .
'1982, primarily diie to increases in tammer and other crab catches.
By 1987 the industry will be at least triple its 1976 domestic
production, almost wholely due to increases in bottomfish processing.

Unalaska will matntain or increase its current proportionate share
of the land-based Bering - Aleutian seafood processing industry.

The leasing of offshore petrolzum development tracts in the Aleutian,
Saint George or Bristol Bay areas will result in the development of
a service base facility in Unalaska. No tanker terminal or LNG
terminal will be constructed anywhere in Unalaska Bay. Approzimately
half of the service base personnel will become residents.

" Each job filled by a new Unalaska resident will result in two
additional family members (for a total of three) who are also
Unalaska residents; transient employees will have no family members
residing in Unalaska.

The following additional assumptions apvly to the "low growth"
scenario.

a. Seafood processing employment will double by 1982 and
triple by 1987.

G-J

Seafood processing labor will continue to be transient.

e. As Unalaska grows, the base employment multiplier will
inerease from 1.13 in 1976 to 1.2 in 1982 and 1.25 in
1987.

d. Employment in the secondary sector of the economy will"
maintain its current proportion of transients to residents.

e. Ten percent of the new employees in the non-processing
basic sector of the econary will become residents.

The beZowzng additional assumptions apply to the "moderate growth"
seenario:

a. . Seafood processing employment will double by 1982 and
triple by 1987.

b. Half of the new seafood processing labor will become
residents due to greaqter attractiveness of industry
working conditions and inereased urban amenztzes n
- Unalaska.

e. The economic base multiplier wtll be 1.3 in 1982 and 1.4
in 1987.
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EMpZoyment'in the secondary sector of the economy will
maintain its. eurrent proportion of transients to residents.

e. Half (fifty percent) of the new employees in the non-
processing baste sector of the economy will become residents.

8. The following additional assumptions apply to the "high growth'
scenarto:

a. The seafood procesging industry in Unalaska will be three
times its 1976 level by 1982, and five times the 1976
level by 1987 due to both Unalaska performing a greater
share of the processing in the Aleutian - Bering region
and a more rapid domestic involvement in the bcttomfish
eateh and processing industry than assumed above.

b. The economic base rmultiplier will become 1.4 in 1982 and
1.6 in 1987.

e. Twe thirds of the new employees in seafcod processing
labor and the non-processing basic sectors of employment
will become residents, reflecting a decline in seasonality
and a greater degreez of urban amenities available in the
community.

d. Ninety percent of the new employees in the secondary
sector of the economy will become residents.

c. Population Forecasts. It will be noted from
the previous sectlon tnat projections for residential population
will vary widely, depending heavily on both the number of
basic sector jobs and the proportion of those jobs filled by
residents of Unalaska. Table 6 below indicates the number
of jobs in the basic and secondary sectors by resident and
non-resident under the various scenarios, and the total
resident and non-resident populations.

Table 6 illustrates the application of the three scenarios
to 1977 current population and employment data. Assume a
1977 population of 504 residents and 821 non-residents
(seafood processing transient labor force) for a combined
total of 1,325, the three scenarios result in a "low",
"moderate'" and '"high'" population of 2,986, 4,249, and 7,782
respectively for the year 1982Z2. Similar ranges result when
the scenarios are applied to the year 1987. Particular note
should be made of the drastic change that occurs from one
scenario to the next with respect to the resident - non-
resident composition of the population. Figure 10 illustrates
the projections graphically.
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Residents:

Basic Sector
Employment

Secondary Sector
Emplioyment

Subtotal:

Non-Residents:

Basic Sector
Employment

Secondary Sector

Employment

Subtotal:

Basic Employment:
Secondary
Employment:

Total Employment:

Residents:
Non=-Residents:

TABLE 6
‘City of Unalaska Projected Population and Employment
1982 ¢ 1987
1976 1982 1987
Mod~ Mod~
Low erate High Low erate High
72 148 545 1,292 223 1,019 2,512
9 295  hh2 827 551 882 1,969
168 443 987 2,119 774 1,901 4,481
803 1,602 1,205 1,333  2,k02 1,606 1,863
18 55 83 92 105 168 219
821 1,657 1,288 1,425 2,507 1,77k 2,082
875 1,750 1,750 2,625 2,625 2,625 4,375
114 350 525 919 656 1,050 2,188
989 2,160 2,275 3,544 3,281 3,675 6,563
504 1,329 2,961 6,357 2,322 5,703 13,443
821 1,657 1,288 1,425 2,507 1,774 2,082
1,325 2,986 4,249 7,782 4,829 7,477 15,525

Total Population:

Source: Tryck, Nyman & Hayes, September, 1977.




I FIGURE 10
City of Unalaska PRELIMINARY DRAFT
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Caution 1s noted not to take the projections as "absolute'".

Neither .the "low", "moderate' or "high" projection is considered

the "most likely". Forecasting a "most likely" population
for Unalaska is an extremely difficult undertaking and risky
at best because of the major policy determinations which

have yet to be made. As discussed above, the issue of
shore-based vs. ocean seafood processing will determine the
magnitude of Unalaska's growth, with at least an initial
determination being subject to current negotiations. From
this perspective, it appears that either the "low" scenario
or the "high'" scenario will take place, and not the '"moderate"
scenario. However, if the "high'" scenario does take place,
it may come about slower than anticipated, thus the ten year
(1987) actual condition may fall between the "moderate"
scenario and the "higher' scenario numbers. The closer the
actual conditions are to one of the scenarios, the closer the

population will be to that population figure resulting from appli-

cation of the assumptions in that particular scenario.

D.  UNALASKA COASTAL ZONE

1. BACKGROUND. Concern with development in coastal
areas was one ot the facets of the environmental movement of
the 1960's and early 1970's. Burgeoning population and
offshore resource development in the coastal areas of the
nation, together with many instances of lack of desire or
ability for adequate local control, resulted in the issue
being carried to state and national policy levels. Passage
of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZIMA)
implemented the focus of special attention on coastal areas-
by virtually every ceastal state in the nation.

The federal CZMA held out two incentives to states to
pass a CIM Act of their own. First was the offer of federal
funds for planning purposes (Sec. 305 grants), with the
promise of implementation funds upon federal approval of a
state act (Sec. 306 grants). Second was the promise of
federal agency compliance with a state's approved CMZ act
"to the maximum extent practicable'", under Sec. 307 of the
CZMA. Further amendments to the Act in 1976 added the
incentives of grants and loans for energy-related impacts
(Sec. 308), grants for interstate cooperation (Sec. 309),
and the offer of funding for research and training programs
(Sec. 310).

It was the feeling of many state and local officials,
at the time of passage of the CIMA of 1972, that there was a
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definite implication on the part of Congress that those

states which did not embark on their own coastal zone management
program would find the federal government implementing one

for them. While this imposition of federal authority was

not contained in the language of the Act, it was, nevertheless,
a motivator to state action, and is a solid concern for

local municipalities and the affected states.

The State of Alaska began to draft its CIZIM proposal in
late 1974, with the actual introduction of a bill as one of
the first endeavors in the 1975 session of the State Legislature.
This piece of legislation embodied the concept of very
strong state administrative control over the coastal areas,
and generated a great deal of controversy and opposition,
much of it from local governments along the coasts. Subsequent
proposals and other pieces of legislation on the same subject
did nothing to quell what became a public furor. The State
Legislature created a CZIM interim committee which held
numerous public hearings on the issue throughout the state's
coastal areas during the summer and fall of 1975. 1In 19760,
other CZIM bills were introduced, but the only legislation to
pass was a resolution creating a joint Legislature-Administration
interim committee whose purpose was to present a proposal to
the Legislature in 1977. This joint committee carried out
its assigned task, and introduced Senate Bill 220 and companion
bill House Bill 342 in March of 1977. HB 342 passed the
Legislature in the form of CCS SCS CSHB 342 in May of 1977
and was signed into law by the Governor on June 4, 1977, as
Chapter 84 of the Session Laws of Alaska, 1977.

One of.the most significant differences between the
original state CZM legislation and that finally enacted into
law is the change from a state-implemented program to what
is, essentially, a local government-implemented program.

The law as enacted requires that nine of the sixteen members

of the Coastal Policy Council, who design. the CZM program
policies, must be elected officials of local government.
Secondly, the coastal management districts are mandated to
follow municipal boundaries, and the municipality is responsible
for developing and implementing the district plan. Local
governments, and their citizens, can thus be sure that their
views will be very strongly considered at both the overall
policy making stage and the local program implementation

stage.

Another potentially very important provision of Alaska's
Coastal Management Act is the compliance provision for state
agencies. As discussed above, Sec. 307 of the CIMA requires
Federal agencies to conduct their activities directly affecting

the coastal zone in such a way as to be ". . . to the maximum

extent practicable, consistent with approved state management

programs.'" In Alaska's law, the compliance provisions are a
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little more explicit Sec. 46.35.100(a) mandates state
agencies to "administer land and water use regulations in
conformity with district:coastal management. programs"....

Sec. 46.35.100(d)(Z), however, says that in any agency-
district dispute, the dispute shall be resolved in favor of
the agency if the agency is.acting consistently with statutes
and regulations. Even though Sec. 46.35.200 requires stage
agencies to review their regulations and procedures for
compliance with the program, there has been enough experience
with governmental agencies, at both the state and federal
levels, to warrant a degree of skepticism as to how much

this compliance will actually be put into effect. It does
‘give local governments more authority than they had previously,
however, so every attempt should be made to utilize this
potential control device,

2. CURRENT STATUS OF COASTAL MANAGEMENT IN ALASKA.
Chapter 84 of the Alaska 1977 Session Laws, the Alaska
Coastal Management Act of 1977, has as its focus the establishment
of an Alaska Coastal Policy Council. This Council, composed
of nine elected officials of municipal government selected
by the Governor and seven State Department heads, has as its
charge the adoption of guidelines and standards for Alaska's
Coastal Management Program, which must be approved by the
Legislature to become effective. These guidelines and
standards are to be followed by Coastal Management Districts
in preparing their own individual programs.

The individual Districts are to prepare their programs
and submit them to the Council for approval; upon Council
approval they are presented to the Legislature for approval,
The Districts are required by law to have an approved coastal
management program; non-compliance with this law will result
in enforcement of the law by state superior court. No
specific penalties for non-compliance are spec1f1ed in the
Alaska Coastal Management Act.

The Alaska Coastal Policy Council has been appointed
and is currently working towards initiation of the guidelines
and standards, which must be submitted to the Legislature
not later than the 10th day of the 1978 session. The Legislature
is expected to carefully review the proposals prior to
adoption. The net result of this preparation and review
process is that it will probably be April or May of 1978
before specific criteria for developing District Coastal
Management Programs is available.

3. HISTORY OF PLANNING IN THE UNALASKA COASTAL ZONE AREA.
Land use planning in a modern sense has been accomplished
only on a sporadic basis in Unalaska. Certainly the earliest
planning was done by the original Aleut inhabitants who
located the early native village at Unalaska on the north
side of the island since it affords greater protection from
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storms than do southerly exposures, a situation common
throughout the Aleutian Islands. In its most basic form

this was implementation of a planning decision. Recent
planning in Unalaska is manifested in two Community Development
Plans, one prepared in 1967, the other in 1970, and a series
of study efforts related to implementation of improvements

to public facilities and utilities including sanitary sewers,
water supply and distribution, dock facilities, a small boat
harbor and a bridge linking Amaknak Island with the Unalaska
mainland. Additionally, the City has an adopted zoning
ordinance with a zcning district map and supporting text
provisions, although the ordinance is somewhat out of date.

The planning relative to public improvements has, for
the most part, been implemented. The City's water supply
and distribution system has just undergone a major upgrading
and renovation. Completed studies relative to a needed link
between Unalaska proper and Amaknak Island have led to
finalization of plans for a bridge across Iliuliuk Harbor
entrance. Engineering study on development of a sanitary
sewer collection and treatment system is in process, the
"plan of study'" phase having been completed, with construction
of new collection and treatment facilities possible within
three years.

That planning which has had the greatest impact upon
the City of Unalaska, however, is that accomplished by the
U.S. Army and U.S. Navy in the early stages of World War II.
Then-'called Dutch Harbor, Unalaska was the site of the Dutch
Harbor Naval Air Base and the U.S. Army's Ft. Mears. Plans
were developed, frequently on a '"crash" basis, for con-
structing roads, sewer and water systems, and housing and
defense facilities throughout the area. These plans are
evidenced today by the hundreds of drawings and documents
depicting existing and proposed locations for every conceivable
type of facility, utility and personal need. And while
there was frequently drastic alteration of the natural
environment, in this case to achieve a national defense
objective, the development of the military facilities was
accomplished with little lasting negative impact upon the
area's natural environment. Aesthetically, however, the
impacts have been devastating as the hundreds of buildings
abandoned by the military have been allowed to deteriorate
to the point where the facilities have become eyesores in
the community.

The prospects for increased expansion of the seafood
processing industry in Unalaska brought about by adoption of
the 200 mile fishery zone has produced new pressure and a
need to address issues through planning. The same 1is true
of the prospects for OCS development. Although most development
that has occurred to date in the coastal zone of Unalaska
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has been accomplished with generally adequate regard for the

_ value and fragility of the coastal environment, the increased
“intensity of use of-the coastal zone likely in future years

¥arrants that additional planning take place in the immediate
uture.

4, COASTAL RESOURCES IN UNALASKA. The City of Unalaska
typifies the coastal community in a state that is heavily
oriented toward coastal development. The very existence of
Unalaska as a community is because it possesses one of the
best natural harbors to be found anywhere. As almost all of
the developed area of Unalaska is close to the shoreline,
the physical and socio-economic data and descriptions given
in previous sections are applicable to .the coastal area in
general and will not be repeated here.

. The survival of Unalaska as a viable community 1is
dependent on preservation of its fine natural harbor, and
the utilization of its shoreline for commerce and industry
which is, in turn, dependent on having a land-ocean interface
in a suitable area. For the most part, this condition does
exist with the existing patterns of land use. Except for
the case of some residential development on the Amaknak
Island side of Iliuliuk Harbor, which does not necessarily

have to be located on the shoreline, most of the area physically

suited for harbor development is either underdeveloped or
has harbor-oriented industrial or commercial facilities
developed thereon.

From the prospective of environmental-development
conflict, which is so prevalent in many parts of the state,
Unalaska is in a fairly advantageous position. The absence
of significant amounts of flora and fauna, prime nesting
areas, spawing grounds or endangered species, means that
development may take place without facing this type conflict.
Similarly, most of the environmentally sensitive areas which
are of concern, such as the spit in Dutch Harbor, also tend
to warrant protection from the socio-economic standpoint.

The minimization of the environmental-development clash
indicates that, hopefully, these issues will have a relatively
low level of conflict. :

The sensitive areas and conditions are shown in Figure 11.

Perhaps the one major area where sizeable alteration to the
natural land forms may have incentive to take place is the
Ballyhoo Mountain side of Dutch Harbor. While this is a
well protected harbor with very deep water, it does have a
disadvantage from the commercial standpoint in that this
portion of the harbor has extremely little level land for
wharf and dock facilities to utilize. Pre-war maps indicate
that the level land that does exist here presently is man-
made as a part of the war effort. As the demand for dock
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facilities increases in the future, it may become economically
desirous to cut into the mountain and fill in the tidal area
so as to create more level land. Certainly this undertaking
should be thoroughly reviewed before allowed to take place.

5. COASTAL MANAGEMENT ISSUES. There are several
issues pertaining to resources and.development in the coastal
area of Unalaska, and others that may be imminent as items
of controversy. Implementation of a Coastal Management -
program will bring all these issues.into sharper - -focus, and
require that policy positions be taken on them.

The first of these issues is one that has been ongoing
as a result of federal and state water pollution control
legislation. Seafood processing produces waste products,
which are considered pollutants if not handled correctly.
The processors in Unalaska have been regular and timely in
complying with appropriate state and federal requirements in
this regard. However, this situation arises in the case of

Unalaska as a Coastal Management issue because of the particular

concerns of the Coastal Management Program. Existing laws
and procedures seem adequate, at this time, to deal with
this issue.

Sport and subsistance fishing on the Iliuliuk River is
another issue of potential local concern. Again, there are
existing procedures for handling conflicts in this regard,
but a Coastal Management Program serves to focus additional
attention on the issue, thus tending to raise the level of
concern. :

The dumping of garbage and refuse in beach areas and
tidelands around Unalaska is an issue that will receive
considerably more attention under a Coastal Management
Program than it has in the past. With the national level of
concern focused on beach areas, their protection is a
central issue of the CZMA. This concern, coupled with the
increasing amount of refuse with which to be concerned and
the scarcity of suitable land in Unalaska for refuse landfill
disposal will probably generate a degree of controversy
which will have to be dealt with in Unalaska.

Another item specifically delineated in both the Federal
and State legislation is the concern with historic and
cultural sites. Where the potential sites in Unalaska are_
for the most part located on private property or what will
be private property once patents to Native Corporation
selections are finally conveyed, there is great potential
conflict between the property owner, whose primary interest
may lie in some sort of development of that property, and
government, who may see preservation of that property as a
public benefit. A Coastal Management Program accentuates
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this possibility because of the concern over items which are
"more than local" in nature. Thus, for example, a World War II
military installation or site on Amaknak Island may be

"taken for granted'" by local people, but be of sufficient

state and national interest that consideration must be given

to its preservation. The development of Aleut culture
archaeological sites and Second World War military 'sites and
fortifications could well become controversial in Unalaska.

Another issue, more potential than actual at this point
in time, is the question of impacts of offshore o0il development
on the fishing and seafood processing industries already
established in Unalaska. A frequent occurrence with OCS
development is that harbor needs for supply and other uses
compete with the existing seafood industry for land and
waterfront areas, which could, in a number of ways, cause a
permanent displacement of the processing industry. Because
a Coastal Management Program contains the tools to at least
mitigate the OCS impacts, the impact conflict frequently
becomes a major issue. In Unalaska's case, however, as
indicated by the discussions in previous sections, it appears
that the only potential for OCS development would be the
development of a service base and as a refueling point.
Neither of these usés should present serious conflict with
the expansion and successful operations of the seafood
processing industry.

In summary, these issues are ones which exist now, to a
greater or lesser extent, but which will be brought under
greater public scrutiny as a result of the Coastal Management
process. It is not anticipated that any new regulatory
tools will have to be developed to exercise whatever of
degree of control is desired.
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IT. UNALASKA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN

A Development Plan is a guide for the future growth and
development of the Community. It is an expression of the
community's economic and social potential; it depicts the
future patterns of land use and the various community facilities,
utilities and services necessary to meet the needs of future
development. A Development Plan is also an expression of
the desires of the community's residents - it should reflect
the way in which they want their community to grow, change
and develop in the future.

To this end the Development Plan is comprised of several
components and elements. The plan is prepared through a
process of investigation and analysis, determination of
future potentials and translation of these into plans of
action. A comprehensive Community Development Plan contains
two components: one, the Plan itself; and secondly, the
tools for implementation of the Plan. The elements of a
Development Plan are:

A, Statement of Community Goals and Objectives
B. The Land Use Plan Element

C. The Coastal Zone Management Element
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D. The Housing Element
E.v The Community Facilities Plan Element
F. The Transportation-Circulation Plan Element

Other plan elements could be included in a Development
plan such as an Open Space-Recreation Element, a Public
Services Element, etc. These, however, - -would actually
represent further detailing of some portion of one of the
elements noted above. The Ccmmunity Development Plan for
Unalaska contains all six of the elements listed above.

Each is presented in subsequent sections of this document.

Implementation of the Development Plan, once it has
been prepared and adopted by the community, is just as
important as the actual preparation of the Plan. The necessary
tools for carrying out the Plan are contained in the implementation
portion of a Plan. These tools include:

1. A Capital Improvements Program and Budget

2. The Lands Use and Development Controls, including:
a Zoning Ordinance, Land Subdivision Regulations,
Minimum Design Standards for Public Improvements,
and Building, Fire and Housing Codes.

3. The group of policies adopted pursuant to the
Plan which direct the City's administration to
take specific actioms. .

Failure of most comprehensive Community Development
Plans can be attributed to the absence of or ineffectual use
of the implementation plan. Assuming the plan itself is
accepted by the community, if the implementation program is
not realistic or is not tailored to the particular characteristics
of the community, the plan will never be implemented. The
Development Plan for Unalaska presented in this document
does not contain a complete implementation program since the
scope of this project and limitations on funding do not ’
permit such.

A, CommunITY GoaLs AnD OBJUECTIVES

One of the most important aspects of a Community Development
Plan is the statement of those basic policy objectives
around which the Development Plan is formulated. Land use
objectives, for example, are guides to the way in which



development of the community will proceed in fulfillment of

the basic needs and wants of residents, firms, and institutions .
concerning opportunities, living qualities, costs, and

minimum levels of health and safety. More specifically, a
Statement of Goals and Objectives broadly identifies the

kind of living environment that will be achieved from the
proposals of the plan when development subsequently occurs.

The policy objectives, in combination with the existing
and potential physical and sccio-economic attributes of the
community, form the basis for the Community Development
Plan. Unless these policy objectives are reasonable, and
unless the assessment of the community's attributes 'is
accurate, a realistic and attainable Plan cannot be determined.
The consideration of basic policy objectives is normally
contained under the heading of "Goals and Objectives'", a
jargon which has developed among public policy makers and
planners. In this context, ''goals" are the broad overall
community desires, and "objectives'" are sub-categories, or
further refinements of those goals. In the specific case of
Unalaska, a more precise format than that normally employed
has been used to state the objectives in that specific
projects, programs and policies which will lead to attainment
of the related goal have been identified and stated. 1In
this way the statement is thought to be more meaningful.

The Statement of Community Goals and Objectives presented
below served as the framework around which the Community
Development Plan for Unalaska was prepared. The Statement,
in draft form, was prepared initially by the project consultant.
It was developed after careful review and in consideration
of the material presented in the '"Background for Planning"
section of this report; after numerous visits by the consultant's
several staff members to the community over the past five
year period while working on a wide variety of projects in
the City; and after extensive discussions with community
leaders, industry representatives, merchants, teachers, City
Council members, City administrative personnel and a number
of residents of the City. The Statement was thought to be
reflective of the cumulative wants and desires cf the Unalaska
populace.

The City Council and the City Manager were asked to
review the draft Statement and respond with criticisms,
suggested changes, deletions or additions. Such input was
received from a majority of the Council members as well as
from the City Manager and several of his key staff personnel.
Based upon this critique the project consultant made changes
in the Statement and then utilized the Statement in preparing
the several Plan elements presented here. During the review
of the initial draft of the plan report the City Council
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made further changes and refinements in the Statement.

These were not major in scope; however, to the extent that
those changes affected some portion of the recommended Plan,
several changes were consequently made in the Plan. The
Statement of Community Goals and Objectives follows.

I.

GOAL:

Statement of Goals and Objectives

City of Unalaska, Alaska
Community Development Plan

DEVELOP A STRONGER, MCRE STABLE LOCAL ECONCMIC BASE

2.

Support development of additional shore-based processing
facilities, utilization of new harvesting technology,
expanded commercial fishery scheduling and development of
expanded markets for fish products so as to bring about
year-round fishing and processing activity in the Unalaska
community, thus minimizing seasomality of employment.

Develop local dock, transport, warehousing and marine

facilities to provided needed factlities for receiving
general cargo and shipping processed seafood products,
and to establish Unalaska as a regional transshipment

center for the Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea regions,
thus encouraging expanded job opportunities and a more
diversified economy.

Develop a small boat harbor factlity under local-state
Jjoint sponsorship and upgrade local marine service-repair
facilities in Unalaska to meet needs of the Aleutian
region commercial fishery fFleet. The marine repair

facility should be developed by private enterprise if
economically feasible.

Under strict local control and pursuant to a pre-determined
management plan, encourage outer continental shelf otl

and gas development thus realizing additional job opportunities

for local residents and diversifying the local ecconomy.
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IT.

ITI.

GOAL: ENCOURAGE COMMUNITY GROWTH WHILE MAINTAINING TO THE
EXTENT POSSIBLE THE PRESENT COMMUNITY LIFESTYLE FOR
THE CITY OF UNALASKA.

1, Require 0CS-related industry to aceommodate short term
transtient population housing needs in temporary, industry
developed housing facilities so as to limit permanent
residential growth resulting from Outer Continental Shelf
develorment.

2. Develop and implement a program of strong local control
over permit processes for siting of facilities associated
with 0CS development.

3. Support the local cannery management's efforts to develop
shore-side housing for seasonally transient workers.

4. Adopt and implement zowing regulations which control the
number, density and location of multi-fanily residential
housing units.

5. Schedule, under civie spomsorship, periodic community
clean-up campaigns, cultural and historical events,
beautification projects and ocutdoor recreational activities
80 as to encourage greater residential citizen participation
in communtty civie events and programs.

6. Review local ordinances and regulations and scrutinize
implementation programs and city administrative practices
with the aim of minimizing goverrment involvement in

itizens' personal lives.

7. Minimize state and federal govermment interference by
careful local enforcement of state and federal laws.

GOAL: UPGRADE LOCAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

OBJECTIVES:

1. Continue currently ongoing community programs aimed at
upgrading municipal water supply and distribution facilities
and developing community-wide sanitary sewer collection
and treatment facilities.

2. Commit public rescurces to development of a plan for
providing additional eleetrical generation capacity and
upgrading distribution facilities to meet both domestic
and industrial needs.
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3. Correct existing deficiencies in refuse collection and
disposal with immediate priority upon eliminating the
several open garbage dumps and development of a proper
City operated sanitary landfill.

4. Review current City programs and procedures with respect
to providing public services, espectally in the areas of
road maintenance, refuse collection and related maintenance
functions, with the aim of improving local govervment's
responsiveness to people's needs and requests for such
service.

3. Continue monitoring state and federal gramt-in-aid and
loan programs for possible sources of funds with which to
upgrade and develop public facilities and utilities.

6. Investigate the feasibility of a new combined community
center-government services building.

7. Develop and adopt public policy which places the financical
burden for meeting aceelerated demands on local public
utilities, brought about by interim/short term 0CS development,
primarily upon the impact creating entity.

8. Develop a five (5) year Capital Improvements Program
(CIP) covering all areas of public utilities, facilities
and services which recognizes the potential for accelerated
demands on such improvements resulting from O0CS development
and an expanded level of commercial fishery development.

9. Review and-update the City Code of Ordinances and publish
" copies for distribution to interested city residents.

10. Utilize lands, where appropriate, recetved through ANCSA
section 14(e) reconveyance process to meet needs for
upgraded and new community facilities and utilities.

11. Scehedule periodic utility, faeility and service systems
review by qualified experiise as a means of preventing
breakdowns and fatlures of essential utilities and
facilities.

IV. GOAL: PRESERVE THE EXISTING NATURAL ENVIRONMENT OF THE
UNALASKA AREA

OBJECTIVES:

1. Identify and abate all existing sources of pollution and
closely scrutinize all future development f